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Abstract 
Examining Factors that Influence Donor Motivation Among Former Student-Athletes  
and NCAA DI Classification 
Brett M. Burchette 
Allen C. Grant, Ph.D. 
 
 
 
 
The purpose of this study was to identify motivational factors that contribute to the philanthropic 
decision making of the former NCAA Division I student-athlete.  A 47-item survey instrument 
was modified from a prior study and distributed electronically to 8,461 male and female former 
student-athletes at three participating NCAA Division I classified institutions (FBS, FCS, and 
Non-Football Playing).  A total of 938 surveys were completed and useable for this study with an 
overall response rate of 11.09%.  Cross-tabulation and chi-square analyses were applied to 
explore the significance between former student-athletes who contributed to athletics in 2011-12 
and independent variables identified by the researcher. A contingency coefficient was utilized to 
identify the strength of the significant relationships. Four open-ended questions explored 
influencers for donors and non-donors among the former student-athlete population.  Open and 
axial coding was utilized to group words and/or phrases into themes.  The “Top 5” themes 
receiving a 5% or more response was reported and ranked for each classification.  Ultimately, 
this mixed methods (quantitative and qualitative paradigms) study provided answers to the 
following questions:  1).  How does NCAA classification (FBS, FCS, and Non-Football Playing  
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Subdivision status) impact former student-athlete donor motivation?  2).  How does donor 
motivation differ among gender and the former student-athlete population?  3).  To what extent 
does athletic success impact the former student-athletes motivation for giving?  4).  How does 
the relationship among the coach (former and/or current), athletic director, and fundraiser impact 
motivation of donors?  The characteristics identified through this study will help athletic 
development professionals connect and strengthen their institution’s relationship with this vital 
constituency group.  The results should aid athletic development officers in their search for 
operational, scholarship, and capital support for the Department of Intercollegiate Athletics. 	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Chapter 1:  Introduction 
 The cost of competing at the NCAA Division I level is one of the most significant 
challenges facing athletic directors, university presidents, and athletic development professionals 
today.  Expenses continue to rise at a rate of approximately 7% annually, but the revenues are 
failing to keep pace (Weiner, 2009, Chapter 2).  The National Collegiate Athletic Association 
(NCAA) published findings in a recent report that Division I athletic programs experienced an 
increase of 43 percent in operational expenditures between 2004 and 2008, but revenues 
generated by athletics programs increased at a rate of only 33 percent over the same time period 
(Fulks, 2008).  Regardless of NCAA classification or conference affiliation, the majority of 
athletic programs fall short on the external revenues that they need to cover expenses.   In an 
effort to help secure financial gifts that would be used to help off-set budget deficits and provide 
scholarship and operational resources for student-athletes and coaches, intercollegiate athletics 
departments have developed and launched athletic fundraising efforts to secure annual and major 
gifts from alumni, corporations, fans, and parents. 
Problem Statement 
Private donations to intercollegiate athletic programs have more than tripled over the past 
decade (Wolverton, 2007).  Unfortunately, while the general public has continued to support 
college athletic programs at a consistent level, there has been a decline in the willingness of 
former student-athletes to participate (Shulman & Bowen, 2001).  Athletic development officers 
need to better understand the philanthropic motivations that influence the former student-athlete.   
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The results should help athletic development officers increase private donations from this 
constituency group and provide the necessary resources to remain competitive at the NCAA 
Division I level. 
Purpose and Significance of the Problem 
According to the Chronicle of Higher Education, colleges and universities are 
experiencing a high-degree of success in their athletics fundraising efforts.  The most visible 
athletics departments and booster clubs from the nation’s top athletic programs raised more than 
$1.2 billion in 2006-07, as some athletic departments generated triple their annual fundraising 
income throughout the past decade.   The Chronicle also reported that between 2002 and 2007, 
Bowl Championship Series or BCS member institutions raised over $3.9 billion for capital 
projects alone (Wolverton, 2008).  
 Unfortunately, the downturn in the global economy has resulted in budgetary cuts to 
athletic departments.  When intercollegiate athletic programs already struggle to make financial 
ends meet, combined with the rising costs to remain competitive, budget cuts in higher education 
create a potentially disastrous financial scenario for athletic department and university 
leadership. In a survey of NCAA Football Bowl Subdivision university presidents by the Knight 
Commission on Intercollegiate Athletics, one university president responded to the issue: 
  Our athletic program is always on the edge; we start in the hole and make it 
  up over the year. Those of us not in BCS conferences simply do not get the 
  same kind of revenue that BCS conferences get. We make up our budget 
  shortfall by increasing gifts, building attendance, or making budget 
  reductions during the year. I don’t know how long this can go on. 
  If the economic recovery doesn’t happen in the next year or two, several 
  schools will do away with football at the least and maybe their entire athletic 
  programs at the worst (Knight Commission on Intercollegiate Athletics,   
  2009, p. 30). 
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The purpose of the Examining Factors that Influence Donor Motivation Among Former 
Student-Athletes and NCAA DI Classification study is to help athletics and advancement 
professionals identify motivational factors for philanthropic behavior among the former student-
athlete population.  The ability to identify the motivations of “why” a former student-athlete 
chooses to support intercollegiate athletics programs can provide predictive behavior to help 
professional fundraisers better manage this vital constituency group and ultimately generate 
additional philanthropic revenues to off-set the deficit in departmental budgets and/or provide the 
necessary resources for scholarship and operational needs.  
Research Questions 
Primary: 
• What are the primary motivational factors that influence financial contributions 
from the former student-athlete population at the NCAA Division I classification? 
Secondary: 
• How does NCAA classification (FBS, FCS, and Non-Football Playing 
Subdivision status) impact former student-athlete donor motivation? 
• How does donor motivation differ among gender and the former student-athlete 
population? 
• To what extent does athletic success impact the former student-athletes 
motivation for giving? 
• How does the relationship among the coach (former and/or current), athletic 
director, and fundraiser impact motivation of donors? 
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Conceptual Framework 
Research has shown that the degree of the relationship between alumni or fan and the 
intercollegiate athletic program can influence the level of participation a donor chooses to 
support in a fiscal year (Plinsky, 2000).  The closer the athletic development officer can align 
themselves with the donor, the greater the chance for a higher-level contribution.  Donor  
motivation for intercollegiate athletics fundraising might differ when compared to academic and 
other charitable giving.  Gladden, Mahony, & Apostolopoulou (2005) noted, “fundraising in 
athletics is somewhat different than fundraising in other areas, and thus needs to be examined 
separately” (p.26). 
 The profile of the athletic donor and former student-athlete might have some identifiable 
characteristics that may provide assistance to athletic development professionals in their search 
for operational and scholarship support for intercollegiate athletics.  The athletic donor 
population can be comprised of both alumni and non-alumni of the college or university (Stinson 
& Howard, 2004), despite claims made to the contrary (Sperber, 2000).  The major gift donor has 
given on a consistent basis to the university and/or athletic fund.  Additionally, the major gift 
donor has shown that he/she can and will make gifts from an alumni perspective to both the 
academic and athletics designations as discussed at the University of Oregon by Stinson & 
Howard (2004). 
 Research also indicates that the on-field success can influence giving at the highest 
classification level of intercollegiate athletics program, resulting in larger annual gift amount 
and/or number of donors to the athletics program and university (Coughlin & Erekson, 1984, 
1985; Stinson & Howard, 2004, 2008; Humphreys & Mondello, 2005; Merritt, 2000).  Possibly  
 
EXAMINING FACTORS THAT INFLUENCE DONOR MOTIVATION 	  
	  
5	  
 
unique to athletic development, athletics donors have been shown to designate their giving based 
upon the level of benefit the donor might receive (Mahoney, Gladden & Funk, 2003; Stinson & 
Howard, 2004).  Thus, we can conclude based upon benefits and donor motivation that athletics 
fundraisers must develop multiple benefit levels to provide incentive for donors to increase 
annual giving participation.  The answers provided from a quantitative and qualitative analysis 
should help shed light on former student-athlete donor behavior and factors that might influence 
them to contribute financially to their alma mater’s intercollegiate athletics program. 
 
Definition of Terms 
Annual Fund 
“The annual fund is the building block for all fund raising. It serves to establish a base of donors 
that can serve as an effective device to involve, inform, and bond a constituency to the 
organization. It can further serve as an instrument that compels accountability to the cause the 
organization is serving” (Rosso, 2010, para. 4). 
 
Athletic Development 
The office that coordinates the annual fund, major gift solicitation, and stewardship on behalf of 
the Intercollegiate Athletics Department.  The athletic development office may be housed inside 
the athletics department, office of institutional advancement, foundation office, or as part of a 
separate athletics association depending on the university’s organization.   
 
Benefit 
An item received in exchange for a contribution or service provided.  In the realm of 
intercollegiate athletics a benefit can be:  merchandise, access for priority seating, opportunity to 
attend VIP events and/or meet athletic staff, etc. 
 
Football Bowl Subdivision  
(Formerly DI-A, 120 members):  “The Football Bowl Subdivision uses the postseason bowl 
system rather than a playoff to determine a national champion in football1. FBS members must 
comply with higher standards for sports sponsorship (the overall program must offer 16 teams 
rather than the 14 required of other Division I members), football scheduling and overall 
financial aid. In addition, FBS members must meet minimum attendance standards in football”  
(Division I, n.d., para. 5). 
 	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1 The Bowl Championship Series will be replaced by a College Football Playoff starting in 2014-
15 (Matuszewski, April 24, 2013, para. 1). 
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Football Championship Subdivision  
(Formerly DI-AA, 118 members). FCS members determine their football champion through an 
NCAA playoff (Division I, n.d., para. 6). 
 
Division I  
(Formerly DI-AAA, 97 members). The remaining programs of Division I do not sponsor football 
(Division I, n.d., para. 7). 
 
Donor  
An individual, corporation, or foundation that contributes cash, property, product, or provides a 
service to another individual or organization at no cost to the recipient. 
 
Fiscal Year 
“This is an accounting year, i.e. when the books for the year are opened and closed. The 
accounting period for which annual financial statements are regularly prepared, generally a 
period of 12 months, 52 weeks, or 53 weeks” (Fiscal, n.d., para. 1-2).   
 
Subdivisions: “Division I allows for institutions to choose subdivisions based on the scope of 
their football programs. The three subdivisions are:  Football Bowl Subdivision (FBS), Football 
Championship Subdivision (FCS), and Division I”(Division I, n.d., para. 4). 
Summary 
 The purpose of former student-athlete donor motivation research is to yield results that 
will help athletics and advancement professionals meet the rising costs of operating an 
intercollegiate athletics program.  The ability to identify the motivations of “why” a former 
student-athlete chooses to support intercollegiate athletics programs can provide useful data to 
professional fundraisers looking to off-set the deficit in intercollegiate athletic department 
budgets and/or provide resources necessary for scholarship and operational needs. 
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Chapter 2:  Literature Review 
Introduction 
Regardless of NCAA classification or conference affiliation, the majority of athletic 
programs fall short on the external revenues that they need to cover expenses.  In an effort to 
help secure financial gifts that would be used to help off-set budget deficits and provide 
scholarship and operational resources for student-athletes and coaches, intercollegiate athletics 
departments have developed and launched athletic fundraising efforts to secure annual and major 
gifts from alumni, corporations, fans, and parents. 
Athletic development professionals need to identify, cultivate, and manage key 
individuals who have the financial capacity to make contributions in support of the department of 
intercollegiate athletics.  A vital constituency group within the field of athletic development that 
has a significant connection to the department of intercollegiate athletics is that of the “former 
student-athlete”.   
By identifying the donor profile and motivation for the former student-athletes 
population, athletic development professionals can focus their efforts on strategies to secure new 
donors and transition current annual fund donors into higher level gift contributors to help 
generate additional revenues to off-set the growing divide between revenues and expenses in 
intercollegiate athletics at the NCAA Division I classification. 
Prior research findings on donor motivation to athletics and the former student-athlete 
will be summarized in this literature review based upon the following three research streams:  (1) 
Profile of the Athletic Donor; (2) Benefits for Giving; and (3) Athletic Success and Impact on 
Financial Contributions.
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Keywords:  Annual Fund, Athletic Development, Benefit, Football Bowl Subdivision, Football 
Championship Subdivision, Division I, Donor, Fiscal Year, Former Student-Athlete, and NCAA 
Classifications. 
Conceptual Framework 
 The following conceptual framework outlines prior research on athletic donor motivation 
and the former student-athlete.  The degree of the relationship, benefits received, on-field 
success, and how miscellaneous factors such as:  NCAA classification, gender, age, and sport 
participation can influence the philanthropy decisions of the former student-athlete population. 
Unique to the athletic development field, motivations for giving can vary widely among 
the donor population field. For example, athletic donors are heavily dependent on the benefit 
received (Brugginik & Siddiqui, 1995; Mahoney, Gladden & Funk, 2003; & Stinson & Howard, 
2004).  Athletic benefits such as season ticket priority seating, donor hospitality, and VIP access 
to athletic department staff are just a few examples of benefits that athletic fundraisers can utilize 
to motivate donors to contribute financially.   
Athletic donors may also contribute for the social opportunities presented (Staurowsky, 
Parkhouse, & Sachs, 1996) and on-field success (Stinson & Howard, 2004; 2008).  Even home 
football attendance and conference affiliation have had an impact on contribution levels within 
intercollegiate athletics (McElvoy, 2005). 
For strategy for an athletic fundraising professional, understanding the general 
motivational tendencies of the intercollegiate athletic donor while also identifying and 
understanding specific motivational factors that influence each athletic development constituent 
group can be invaluable tools.  The former student-athlete is one constituent group of vital 
importance to intercollegiate athletics programs and athletic development officers.  
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While a challenge, major gifts can be secured from the former student-athlete population 
as evidenced in recent gifts made by former football player Julius Peppers to North Carolina, 
DeWayne “The Rock” Johnson to Miami (FL), and Charles Barkley’s giving to Auburn 
University (“Engaging former student-athletes in giving back”, 2009).  But despite the success of 
these gifts, many former student-athletes choose not to give back to their alma maters.  O’Neil & 
Schneke (2007) support this claim by suggesting that this population of alumni do not give as 
generously as they could to their alma maters.   
Prior research has shown that the degree of the relationship between alumni or fan and 
the intercollegiate athletic program can influence the level of participation a donor chooses to 
support in a fiscal year.  The closer the athletic development officer can align themselves with 
the donor, the greater the chance for a higher-level contribution.  A possible motive for why 
former student-athletes are not participating and/or contributing at a higher level might be the 
feeling that they have already given enough while participating as an undergraduate.  According 
to the AthleticsFrontier.com, “experience at the university and how they (student-athletes) view 
their time spent on campus” is the most important determining factor on whether this population 
chooses to make a financial gift (“Engaging former student-athletes in giving back”, 2009, para. 
1).  Research also indicates that on-field success can influence giving at the highest classification 
level of intercollegiate athletics program, resulting in larger annual gift amount and/or number of 
donors to the athletics program and university (Stinson & Howard, 2004; 2008). 
Possibly unique to athletic development, athletics donors have been shown to designate 
their giving based upon the level of benefit the donor might receive.  Thus, we can conclude 
based upon benefits and donor motivation research that athletics fundraisers must develop 
multiple benefit levels to provide incentives for donors to increase annual giving participation.
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The understandings provided from our quantitative and qualitative analysis should help 
shed a light on donor behavior and factors that might influence the former student-athlete 
population to make financial commitments to their alma maters. The following diagram 
represents the key motivational factors that have been identified through previous research 
involving the athletic donor population.   The conceptual framework connects the research that 
has been conducted on athletic donors and the former student-athlete population.   
 Although this review reveals that several research studies that have been conducted to 
assist athletic development professionals on athletic donor motivational theories and factors that 
influence giving to athletics, few studies focus on the identification of motivational factors that 
explain why former student-athletes choose to give or not give back to their alma mater. 
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Conceptual Framework 
Former Student-Athlete = Donor 
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Statement of Problem	  
Presently, several research studies have been conducted to assist athletic development 
professionals better understand athletic donor motivations and factors that influence giving to 
athletics. Few studies, however, actually exist on the identification of motivational factors that 
explain why former student-athletes choose to give at a significant level to support 
intercollegiate athletics programs.  
According to the Chronicle of Higher Education, colleges and universities are 
experiencing a high-degree of success in their athletics fundraising efforts.  The most visible 
athletics departments and booster clubs from the nation’s top athletic programs raised more than 
$1.2 billion in 2006-07, as some athletic departments generated triple their annual fundraising 
income throughout the past decade.   The Chronicle also reported that between 2002 and 2007, 
Bowl Championship Series or BCS member institutions raised over $3.9 billion for capital 
projects alone (Wolverton, 2008).  
 Unfortunately, the downturn in the global economy has resulted in budgetary cuts to 
athletic departments.  When intercollegiate athletic programs already struggle to make financial 
ends meet, combined with the rising costs to remain competitive, budget cuts in higher education 
create a potentially disastrous financial scenario for athletic department and university 
leadership. In a survey of NCAA Football Bowl Subdivision university presidents by the Knight 
Commission on Intercollegiate Athletics (2009), one university president responded to the issue: 
  Our athletic program is always on the edge; we start in the hole and make it 
  up over the year. Those of us not in BCS conferences simply do not get the 
  same kind of revenue that BCS conferences get. We make up our budget 
  shortfall by increasing gifts, building attendance, or making budget 
  reductions during the year. I don’t know how long this can go on. 
  If the economic recovery doesn’t happen in the next year or two, several 
	  Ticket	  Holder	  Holder	  
	  
EXAMINING FACTORS THAT INFLUENCE DONOR MOTIVATION 	  
	  
13	  
   
 
schools will do away with football at the least and maybe their entire athletic 
  programs at the worst (p. 30). 
 
 The following literature review will identify the profile of the athletic donor and possible 
motivations for charitable giving of the former student-athlete population.  The characteristics 
identified will help athletic development professionals connect and strengthen their institution’s 
relationship with this vital constituency group.  The results should aid athletics development 
officers in their search for operational, scholarship, and capital support for the department of 
intercollegiate athletics.   
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Profile of the Athletic Donor 
Historical Perspective 
Contributions to intercollegiate athletic departments began in the late 19th century as 
“university presidents attempted to use the popularity of athletic teams to increase financial 
support to the university as a whole, many groups began to seek donations directly for use by the 
athletic department” (Hall & Mahoney, 1997).  Clemson University’s IPTAY Scholarship Fund 
can be traced back to the 1930s and is regarded as one of the first booster clubs that assisted the 
head football coach in generating revenues for the program.  The IPTAY organization, which 
stands for “I Pay Ten A Year,” started as a secret society with $10 annual dues, which resulted in 
$1,600 being raised the first year, even in during the midst of the Great Depression (Clemson 
University Department of Intercollegiate Athletics website, n.d.).   
Today, athletic donations make up approximately 30% of NCAA Division I Athletic 
revenues (Weiner, 2009) and in smaller athletic programs and universities can account for as 
much as 50% of the total revenue for athletics (Raiborn, 1990).   The University of North 
Carolina at Chapel Hill led all intercollegiate athletic programs in 2007 with dollars raised 
through donations for their 28 varsity sports program with over $51 million in pledges or 
donations received (Carlson, 2007).  NCAA Division I athletic programs are relying more and 
more on philanthropy as a vital revenue stream.   The focus on athletic development has led to a 
significant increase in annual donations to college athletic programs.  As noted in The Chronicle 
of Higher Education, private donations to intercollegiate athletic programs have more than 
tripled over the past decade (Wolverton, 2008).   
According to Drummond (2009), “although there is measured growth in outside funding, 
this philanthropic increase has not kept pace with the amount of money universities are spending  
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on their athletic programs” (p. 5).  The expense to operate a NCAA Division I athletic program 
continues to grow at an alarming pace and college and universities are subsidizing the losses 
annually.  The 2004-2009 NCAA Revenue and Expenses of Division I Intercollegiate Athletics 
Programs Report provides an overview of the fiscal state of college athletics and the median net 
losses in 2009 by classification: FBS programs led the way on average by losing $10.164 million 
per member institution, FCS members lost an average of $8.643 million, and NCAA Division I 
“Non-Football” athletic programs lost an average net of $8.34 million (Fulks, 2010).  Thus 
without enough external revenues to cover the expenses, colleges and universities are subsidizing 
athletic programs at a significant rate.   
According to the USA Today, 90% of 222 NCAA Division I athletic programs at public 
institutions require institutional support (Upton & Berkowitz, 2012).  If examined by NCAA 
classification, the percentage of the total athletic department revenues coming from direct or 
indirect revenues from institutional support and/or student fees was “26 percent in the FBS, 73 
percent in the FCS, and 80 percent for institutions without football” (Brown, 2011).  The reliance 
on institutional support to help offset the annual losses of NCAA Division I athletic programs 
creates a challenge for university administration during a “down” economic time period. 
A constituency group that could play a significant role in helping NCAA Division I 
athletic programs provide budget relief to help offset the median net losses would be that of the 
former student-athlete population.  According to Drummond (2009), “the growth of private 
contributions to college athletics has had a positive impact on significant increases in spending 
by athletic department budgets” (Stinson & Howard, 2004; Suggs, 2005).  
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Alumni vs. Non-Alumni Status 
Currently, there is conflicting research regarding the profile of the intercollegiate athletic 
donor and whether he or she is more likely to be an alumnus/alumna of the college or university. 
Murray Sperber, formerly a faculty member at Indiana University-Bloomington and author of 
Beer and circus:  How big-time college sports are crippling undergraduate education, believes 
that the intercollegiate athletic donor population is comprised of mostly non-alumni with zero 
connection to the university, while the vast majority of university donors to academic 
designations are comprised almost entirely of alumni.  Sperber believes that alumni giving is 
driven more by the academic relationship to the institution than athletic.  In his opinion, 
graduates are assumed to be proud of their degrees and wish to repay the institution through their 
donations (Sperber, 2000).  Additionally, Sperber (2000) maintained that fewer than 2% of 
alumni contribute to their alma mater’s athletic department; instead they focus their contributions 
on the university’s academic programs.  “However, often the main contributors to athletic 
departments are boosters – rabid sports fans who, unlike alumni, never attended the institution 
and whose interest in it focuses almost exclusively on its college sports teams” (Sperber, 2000, p. 
258).    
Conversely, a quantitative study examining University of Oregon donors from 1994 
through 2002 found that “38.7% of alumni allocated their entire gift to the athletics program and 
69.5% of alumni allocated at least a portion of their gift to athletics, suggesting higher alumni 
participation in athletic fundraising at Oregon than the 2% asserted by Sperber (Stinson & 
Howard, 2004, p. 133).  The research results also showed at the University of Oregon that “over 
36% of non-alumni in 2002 allocated at least a portion of their gift to a non-athletic program” 
(Stinson & Howard, 2004, p. 133).   
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In an article titled:  Boosters’ bucks roll to UW despite athletic shortcomings, the authors 
interviewed a major gift donor at the University of Washington who stated:  “most high-dollar 
donors give to academics as well as athletics.  And big projects require a broad base of support 
supplemented by large donations from moneyed givers” (Rolph & Pulkkinen, March 5, 2008, 
para. 33).  Clearly, Sperber’s claim that only non-alumni contribute to intercollegiate athletics 
may not be supported by other research and that the NCAA Division I athletics program is 
supported by alumni and non-alumni alike. 
Age 
Siegfried & Getz (2002) looked at the “Economics of College Athletics” by exploring the 
research study by the Andrew W. Mellon Foundation’s “College and Beyond” survey of all 
graduates that entered college with the classes of 1951, 1976, and 1989.  The survey was 
administered at thirty selective colleges and universities and involved a sample population of 
90,000 (75% of the population).   The findings look to refocus the emphasis on intercollegiate 
athletics and halt the “arms race” that’s developed nationally.  In terms of athletic development 
research, “male athletes who graduated 50 years ago make more unrestricted gifts to their alma 
maters than do their classmates” (Siegfried & Getz, 2002).  Additionally, “athletes who attended 
since the 1970s contribute substantially less than their classmates; the difference is most 
pronounced for the athletes who played high-profile sports at Division IA programs” (Siegfried 
& Getz, 2002).   The author states whether the recent decrease is due to the increasing 
professionalization of college athletics and separation from the regular student body that athletes 
tend to experience compared to the older alumni population. 
Drummond’s (2009) findings on the female student-athlete were consistent with 
Staurowsky (1994) in terms of age and the female donor.  Both studies concluded that female  
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donors supporting women’s athletic programs tend to be younger (Drummond, 2009, pg. 87).  
Additionally, Drummond found that the further removed from the university that alumnae 
athletes were in terms of time; “the odds of them making financial contributions to support the 
athletic program diminished” (Drummond, 2009, p. 77).   
Relationship Building 
 The ability to build relationships is key to a successful athletic development professional 
and their ability to secure major gift commitments.  According to Plinsky, (2000):  
 Meeting one-on-one with individual contributors and developing friends of   
 the program is first and foremost. All too often gifts are solicited without   
 taking the time to get to know that individual and, more importantly, without  
 allowing the individual to get to know the program. Once a solid relationship   
 is established, asking for gifts becomes easier and more comfortable for both   
 parties (para. 7). 
 
 Marquette University Athletic Development professionals began hosting athletics director 
luncheons and invited 94 prospective major gift contributors to join them for an opportunity to 
have “personal, meaningful dialogue about Marquette Athletics” in a setting that provided 
individual attention for the donor (Hays Szelc, 2010, para. 6).  The results showed an increase in 
the average annual giving to athletics for these 94 donors by 110%, raising the average gift per 
individual from $1,223 to $2,563 in one fiscal year.  As Jamie Hays Szelc, Assistant Director of 
Development for Marquette Athletics states:  “it is no mystery that practicing the philosophy of 
building personal relationships will always outperform the marketing concept of managing 
accounts” (Hays Szelc, 2010, para. 11).   
 Prior quantitative research by Brittinham & Pezzulo (1990) examined predictors of 
giving and divided alumni into two categories to research:  (1) characteristics of alumni when 
they were students and (2) current characteristics of alumni.  It is important to note that only the 
current characteristics were shown to be a strong predictor of giving.  The data concluded that  
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there was not enough sufficient evidence to support whether factors such as participation in 
student organizations, choice of major, grade point average, or financial aid level, played a factor 
in predicting giving by the alumnus.  According to Tsiotsou (2008), “highly motivated donors 
were more involved in the athletic programme than less motivated athletic donors” (pg. 87).  
This confirms the importance of having athletic donors involved with universities activities and 
events and reconnecting with them to further the engagement.  This research supports some of 
the challenges athletic development directors face today when soliciting the former student-
athlete population for annual contributions.   
Understanding donor motivation is key in helping the athletic development professional 
identify and secure both annual fund and major gift commitments from the former athlete 
prospect pool.  Therefore, in order to better understand how to approach the former student-
athlete population for contributions, the following advice was provided by Pat Chun, Deputy 
Senior Associate Athletics Director for External Relations at Ohio State University:   
- Be careful about asking when the former student-athlete is too young. 
- What happened when the student-athlete was on campus is very important. 
- After they leave, spend a good deal of time “friend” raising ("Engaging former 
student-athletes in giving back", 2009, p. 3). 
Four motivational factors for giving such as belongingness, trusting, social and practical 
motivation, and prestige were identified in research conducted in 2007 by Tsiotsou.  Tsiotsou’s 
questionnaire was sent to 800 donors to the athletic department within a “large eastern university 
in the United States” (Tsiotsou, 2007).  Four hundred of the eight hundred were donors to both 
academic units and the athletic programs.  The other half (400) was a donor to athletic  
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designations only.  A 47.8% response rate was obtained.  Results show that marketing strategies 
should be focused on focus on building relationships between athletic donors and university  
through regular communications and social events.  The communication of the university’s 
vision and leadership will “increase donors’ trust and understanding, increase motivation and 
involvement and consequently support” (Tsiotsou, 2007, p. 88).  It’s important to note that 
motivation between alumni and non-alumni did not differ according to the author.    
According to the research by Tsiotsou (2007), we should find ways to strengthen 
relationships, keep donors motivated, and increase involvement and participation with our 
donors.  Additionally, we should base our development strategies and events on motivations of 
the segments that best suit the university’s “goals and values”.  The information identified from 
this study can be linked to relationship and using events to help motivate donors to give.  
Additionally, it’s noted that vision of the athletic programs will increase the “trust” with the 
donor. 
Identification 
 Identification is another aspect of giving that has been researched through several 
qualitative studies.  According to Strode (2006), “Donating to the athletic department to further 
ensure athletic success may stem from their identification and may give them the feeling that 
they somehow have contributed to this success, thus strengthening their association with the 
group” (p. 90).  Social motive for giving was demonstrated by Verner, Hecht, and Fansler (1998) 
as well as Staurowsky, Parkhouse, and Sachs (1996). 
 The purpose of research conducted by Porter, Hartman & Johnson (2011) was to present 
and test a “general model of giving that highlights status based and affect based drivers of  
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identification” (p. 1).  The Identity Theory states that individuals order their social environment 
by becoming a member of a group. The Identification Model looks to collect similar elements  
that led to increased voluntary behaviors.  In this study college identification is referring to the 
individual’s connection to the university.  Does higher level of identification lead to behaviors 
that support the athletic department and university at higher levels?  The methodology of this 
study involved issuing an online survey to two populations:  1) 300 mid-career professionals who 
had previously attended a continuing education program; and 2) 120 executives that were 
participating in a university advisory program.  The final results included 110 respondents and a 
response rate of 28.4% with participants representing 74 undergraduate universities (25 private 
and 44 public).  The results are mixed for alumni giving to athletics, meaning that college 
identification had an influence on giving to athletics, but no direct effect was gained from the 
presence of a football program, student involvement, or attending football games.  The results 
are consistent with Stinson & Howard (2008) and their research on athletic success on alumni 
giving. 
An individual’s close association to an organization may view the organization’s 
successes and failures as their own.  The study by Mael & Ashforth (1992) was conducted by 
interviewing 700 alumni of an all-male college in the northeastern United States.  Questionnaires 
were mailed with 297 responses or a 42% rate.  Interesting results that might be applied to donor 
motivation include that alumni identified more strongly with the school last attended.  From a 
general alumni perspective, athletic fundraisers might consider looking at graduate school 
population as a potential source of alumni contributors.  Additionally, the “recent” nature of 
identification should be filed under relationships and the key to donor motivation.  The more we 
can engage a donor, the greater the opportunity for financial support.  It’s key to consider this  
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with the former student-athlete population.  We should look at strategies to build relationships to 
re-engage and connect former athletes to their program. 
Potuto & O’Hanlon (2007) surveyed student-athletes at eighteen NCAA Division I 
athletic programs.  The goal was to expand the knowledge base of the student-athlete experience 
and look for strategies as administrators and faculty members to better serve this population.  
The population surveyed included 2,414 student-athletes who completed at least 85 hours of 
course credit.  A total of 930 completed the surveys for a response rate of 38.5%.  The results 
provided the following formation that could be related to student-athlete donor motivation:  1) 
full scholarship athletes stated that they most likely would have considered attending another 
institution if finances were not an option; 2) revenue and team sport student-athletes identified 
themselves at a higher percentage as “athletes” than non-revenue & individual sport athletes; 3) 
full scholarship athletes felt they had less time to dedicate outside of their sport on campus 
(developing relationships with faculty, other students, curricular activities, etc.); and 4) team and 
revenue sport athletes also felt that athletics will provide them contacts for career options.  The 
research findings could definitely have an impact on motivation for giving.  If scholarship 
athletes only attended the school because they felt they “had to” for financial reasons…then 
maybe the school was not a good fit.  Why would they give back?  Additionally, the findings of 
identification of being an “athlete” fit in terms of prior research on identification and donor 
motivation.   
Athletic competitions provide an opportunity for fans to socialize and build relationships. 
The review of literature has shown that the age of the donor and degree of the relationship 
between alumni or fan and the intercollegiate athletics program can influence the level of  
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participation a donor chooses to support in a fiscal year.  The closer the athletic department can 
align themselves with the donor, the greater chance for a higher-level contribution. 
Experience 
The experience, whether as an undergraduate or most recent involvement with the college 
or university, may impact philanthropic motivation of the former student-athlete.  Tsao & Coll 
(2005) looked to analyze variables associated with donor motivation among journalism and mass 
communication alumni.  A survey was sent to 1,600 journalism alumni from a four-year public 
university located in the Midwest of the United States.  A total of 286 responses were received 
with an 18% response rate.  The results support previous studies that the three main factors for 
donor motivation for alumni are:  1) program communication and involvement with alumni, 2) 
alumni satisfaction with the quality of their journalism education, and 3) personal income of the 
alumni.  As the authors state, it is recommended that the more positive the student experience, 
the increased likelihood for a financial contribution from this population.  This can be applied to 
my research on former student-athlete donor motivation and their overall experience. 
A scale to measure the donation barriers that exist for former student-athletes was 
developed by Shapiro, Giannoulakis, Drayer & Wang in 2010.  Through this study, the Former 
Student-Athlete Donor Constraint Scale (FSADC) was created to further examine donor 
constraint themes found in a prior study.  A NCAA Division I athletics program’s former student 
athletes were surveyed with the FSADS.  A total of 750 former student athletes received an 
online survey with a total of 243 athletes analyzed (36.4% response rate).  Confirmatory factor 
Analysis supported five (5) factors / 27-item structure.  The five factors:  1) lack of importance; 
2) disconnect; 3) communication issues; 4) experience issues; and 5) dissatisfaction.   The 
constraint factors examined are important to athletic development officers because a strategy can  
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be designed to help overcome identified barriers that exist between the former athlete and the 
university.  Two general areas were noted in this study:  1) not receiving adequate support as a 
student and also not educating them as students about the donation process; and 2) athletics 
programs fall short in providing regular, personalized communication to former athletes.   
 In this study the author explores current student-athletes at EIU and their willingness to 
contribute financially in the future (Ethington, 2011).  Using a mixed-methods design, a 
quantitative survey was developed and sent to 404 current student-athletes via email.  Seventy-
four students participated.  A qualitative interview portion followed with a select group of 
student-athletes that responded.  Findings indicate that the current student-athlete population is 
willing to continue to support EIU Athletics upon their graduation.  Ninety-two point nine 
percent of the population expressed giving back to their specific sport as their desired donation 
designation.   
The results from the Ethington (2011) study relates to other research on the correlation 
between their experience and donation motivation (Potuto & O’Hanion, 2007) and relationships 
between teammates as a predicting factor for donor motivation (Willemain & Goyal, 1994).  It is 
also possible that identify theory can be connected to their intended donation designation 
because their own identify is that of an athlete from a specific sport on campus (Wann & 
Somerville, 2000). 
Gender and Giving 
Presently, there have been few studies conducted to provide data on why females are not 
financial supporting at higher levels to intercollegiate athletic programs.  Since1972 with the 
passing of Title IX, athletic opportunities for women in NCAA Division I athletic programs have 
increased dramatically.  Unfortunately, despite increased participation, research has shown that  
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women do not give as generously as men (Comstock, 1988).  Several studies have indicted that 
women are more motivated to give because of philanthropy rather than benefits (Comstock, 
1998; Staurowsky, Parkhouse, & Sachs, 1996; Dittman, 1997).  Additionally, athletic 
participation has not been shown to have a positive correlation for contributing (Curtis, 2000).   
The purpose of the Investigating differences between female and male athletic donors:  A 
comparative study by Tsiotsou (2006) was to educate fundraisers regarding the different 
motivations for giving among genders and apply specific strategies for each gender.  The 
research utilized survey research methodology to examine donors of the athletics department and 
other educational divisions within a large eastern state university in the United States.  Findings 
confirmed that women give for different reasons than their male counterparts.  While priority 
seating might be a top motive for giving to athletics by both sexes, it’s less of a motivation factor 
for females.  Additionally, other statistically significant differences between the sexes could be 
found in the areas of professional contacts, annual contributions, attendance, personal and 
household income, and years of sports experience.  The findings also yielded the following data:  
females donated 3.5 times less than males; income was less than males donors; females attended 
sports events less frequently; and male donors had twice the amount of “sport experience”.  The 
findings recommend cultivating and soliciting female donors differently.  Examples include 
regular email/newsletter communication and/or creating female donor events around athletic 
competitions.  The data is found to agree with other studies in terms of priority seating’s 
importance:  (Alger, 1969; Barnes et al., 1982; Hammersmith, 1985; Isherwood, 1986; Kern, 
1983; Couglin & Erekson, 1984; Nelson, 1984; Webb, 1989).   
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Additional research on gender and donor motivation among the former student-athlete 
population should help athletic development professionals better understand the female student-
athlete and how they should be cultivated and solicited for annual support. 
 
Benefits for Giving 
 According to qualitative research by Bruggink & Siddiqui (1995), three primary possible 
motives explain why people give:  (1) altruism, (2) reciprocity, and (3) direct benefits. In 
addition to the research conducted by Bruggink & Siddiqui, multiple reviews of literature 
indicated that receiving a benefit in exchange for a contribution serves as a primary motivational 
factor for athletic donor participation (giving).  Mahoney, Gladden & Funk (2003) concluded 
that athletic donors are not philanthropic and expect something in return for their giving.  While 
this statement may be seen as extreme, providing a benefit to encourage higher-level donations 
has become a recent trend for NCAA Division I athletic programs.  For example, season ticket 
plans for higher profile sports such as football and men’s basketball may require minimum 
contributions to the athletic department prior to the purchase of priority seating or premium 
seating packages.  These seating locations that are restricted to donors of athletics may also 
include additional benefits such as complimentary VIP parking or pre-game/half-time 
hospitality.   
 Stinson & Howard conducted research to explain Oregon’s increase in athletic giving that 
led to a decline in academic contributions.  According to Stinson & Howard (2004), “the 
availability of a tangible benefit to the potential donor may in fact be pulling donors to make 
gifts to athletics instead of academics, where tangible benefits often require significant giving” 
(p. 138).  At the University of Oregon, in exchange for a gift of $1,000 to the athletics  
EXAMINING FACTORS THAT INFLUENCE DONOR MOTIVATION 	  
	  
28	  
 
department, a donor receives access to preferential seating at athletics events, preferred parking, 
and invitations to athletics-related social events.   It is important to note that donations tied to 
seating or “ticket priorities” are 80% tax-deductible under IRS guidelines.  But, motivational 
studies have shown that tax deductibility of the gift is a low priority for major gift contributors 
(Panas, 1984).  
Even at the lower tiered NCAA Division III level, benefits are shown to be important to 
athletic donors.  As cited by Plinske (2000), 
 According to experts in this field, the best way to understand how to raise   
 funds is to understand what motivates those who give, and then provide   
 benefits that match the motivations. In the “Athletic Fund-Raising Survey,”   
 responses indicated that small colleges thank donors for their contributions   
 most frequently with gifts such as newsletters, social invitations, and    
 complimentary tickets.  (para. 5) 
 
The ability to provide a benefit to entice athletic donors to participate seems to be a 
recurring theme for athletic development success.  As stated earlier, “in an environment of heavy 
competition for donors and their gifts, the ability of athletics departments to offer a valuable 
tangible benefit in exchange for a gift may attract donors” (Stinson & Howard, 2004, p. 132). 
 
Athletic Success and Impact on Financial Contributions 
 Research findings appear to be conflicting on whether on-field success of intercollegiate 
athletics programs play a significant factor in the contribution amount (average gift) or number 
of total donors who participate on an annual basis.  According to Rhodes & Gerking (2000), they 
conducted a 10-year study of 87 NCAA Division I-A institutions and found that academic 
tradition and status were more significant indicators of motivation than the success of athletic 
programs.  Additionally, Shulman & Bowen (2001) examine giving from eight private, 
academically selective colleges and universities that compete athletically at the NCAA Division I  
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level.  They found no correlation between alumni giving and athletic success.  However, Stinson 
& Howard (2004) note that it’s possible that the elite nature of the eight schools surveyed in the 
Shulman & Bowen study, combined with their institutional policy of no athletic scholarships, 
could account for the higher priority on academic than athletic prestige.   
While some examples of research have shown zero or limited fundraising impact from 
athletic success, research has also been found that shows a positive impact on athletic and 
university fundraising when winning or post-season invitations occur in highly visible athletic 
programs at the NCAA Division I-A, I-AA, and I-AAA classified institutions.  Coughlin & 
Erekson (1984; 1985) showed that athletic success in the sport of football does result in 
increased giving to athletics programs at the NCAA DI-A level at institutions that are members 
of the “major” conferences and select independents.  In an updated version of this quantitative 
study, McElvoy (2005) found that home football attendance and conference affiliation continue 
to be significant predictors of athletic fundraising contributions.  Additionally, in the previously 
discussed research study by Stinson & Howard (2004) on Oregon University Athletics, alumni 
participation has seen an increase due to the success high-profile sports teams have achieved.    
The on-field success of an intercollegiate athletics program can produce an increased 
level of demand for access to ticketed events and/or other department activities, thus providing 
an opportunity to influence donor motivation.  The desire for access to events can provide the 
athletic development professional with the opportunity to “require” annual contributions to the 
athletic department in exchange for benefits such as game tickets.   In order to showcase the 
significant financial implications for annual giving to athletics, when examining successful 
priority-seating programs, The University of Georgia Athletics program provides an excellent  
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case study for review.  “The University of Georgia received some publicity in 2008 when, on the 
eve of a season when its football team was ranked No. 1 in early polls, a first-time season ticket  
buyers would have to donate $10,651 for the right to purchase tickets” (Weiner, 2009, Chapter 3, 
p. 14).   
Research completed at the NCAA Division I-AA and I-AAA on athletic performance 
show a varying influence on giving patterns of donors to the university and athletics programs.  
According to Stinson & Howard (2008), a NCAA DI-AA program after participating in the 
NCAA Tournament will see an annual increase of $400 in the average total gift, representing a 
100% increase.  Additionally, athletic success also drives number of donors to an institution in a 
fiscal year.  An appearance in the NCAA DI-AA Football playoffs will result in an average 
increase of 900 additional alumni donors.  A NCAA DI-AA institution will also see an added 
900 donors through each additional NCAA Tournament appearance in the sport of Men’s 
Basketball.  But, it appears that the NCAA DI-AAA classified institution will not see as much of 
a statistically significant impact as those at the I-A or I-AA level.  NCAA I-AAA average gift 
size was not impacted by athletic variables in the study conducted by Stinson & Howard (2008), 
but the number of donors saw improvement with 85 additional donors making a gift to the 
university or college if men’s basketball performance ranking improved.   
 Bowen & Turner (2001) analyzed data from fifteen colleges and universities from a 
diverse pool and examined alumni giving trends from members of the entering class of 1976.  
The authors felt at the time of this study those alumni had been out of school for two decades and 
had sufficient time to become established from a career and financial perspective.  The results of 
this study tell us that winning at the NCAA Division I level might have a negative impact on  
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donations to the university from non-athlete alumni.  But, within the former student-athlete 
population, they tend to substitute larger gifts for annual gifts with on-field success.   NCAA 
Division III athletics research paints a picture that winning can have a significant impact on 
donations.   The authors state that the “bonding” effect of being an athlete at a small liberal arts 
college could be stronger and identification levels higher.  This is consistent with other research 
on identification, winning, and donor motivation. 
 Tucker (2004) attempted to determine whether there is statistical proof that student 
graduation rates or alumni giving rates are impacted by football or men’s basketball success at 
NCAA Division I universities.  A data set was collected from 78 members of major athletic 
conferences:  ACC, Big 10, Big 12, Big East, Mountain West, Pacific 10, Conference USA, 
SEC, and Notre Dame.  The evidence clearly supports a connection between big-time football 
success and overall graduation rate.  However, men’s basketball success does NOT have a 
statistical relationship with overall graduation rate.  In regards to donor related research and 
athletic success and its impact on contributions, football success did create additional alumni 
contributions.  But men’s basketball success did not impact alumni giving in this study. 
Humphreys & Mondello (2005) hypothesized that university donations vary due to 
athletic success.  Using a large panel data set from the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data 
System (IPEDS) from 1976-1996, the researchers examined universities that competed at the 
NCAA Division I level and sponsored both football and basketball for at least one year during 
that period of time.  Results from the study found that post-season football bowl game and men’s 
basketball tournament appearances significantly impact restricted giving to colleges and 
universities the following year, but did not impact unrestricted giving.  This data impacts  
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research on donor motivation in the stream of “winning impacts giving”.  I find the restricted vs. 
unrestricted important to note because it could be theorized that only the teams that have “won” 
or “appeared in the postseason” will benefit financially through restricted contributions to their 
fundraising efforts. 
Staurowsky (2002) authored a paper that focused on summaries of research studies on the 
impact of giving to athletics within higher education.  A non-biased assessment of research 
results revealed an argument that intercollegiate athletics does not positively impact higher 
education fundraising, also provided additional research on the positive correlation between 
athletic success and donor motivation.  As an example, Central Connecticut State’s inaugural 
appearance in the Men’s Basketball March Madness Tournament in 2000 resulted in an “88 
percent increase in donations to the athletic department and a 24 percent increase in alumni 
giving” (Merritt, 2000, as quoted in Staurowsky, 2002, para. 23). 
Grimes & Chressanthis (1994) conducted research on Alumni contributions to academics:  
The role of intercollegiate sports and NCAA sanctions by examining alumni giving at the 
Mississippi State University over a thirty-year period of time.  The Mississippi State 
Development Foundation provided access to year-by-year fundraising statistics.  The data was 
compared to Athletic Win/Loss record during that time period, NCAA sanctions, and television 
opportunities.  The results of this study states that there is a positive relationship to overall 
winning percentage and annual fund donations.  Post-Season appearances do not impact 
academic donations in this study.  Television appearances are positively related to alumni 
contributions.  Finally, NCAA sanctions can have a negative impact on alumni contributions to 
an institution. 
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Data collected from Meer & Rosen (2008) explored former student-athlete alumni giving 
information from the time period of 1983-2006.  The population included 7,228 male former 
athletes and 3,542 former female student-athletes.  The authors utilize the “Tobit Model” to 
provide estimates for giving for general purposes and giving to the athletic programs.  It’s 
interesting to note that 21,791 of the 22,797 of the financial gifts to the athletic department noted 
in this study were from the former student-athlete population.  The conclusion was that football 
and men’s basketball success is less important in determining whether a former athlete will 
contribute.  What is significant is that among the male former student-athlete population, 
donation to the athletic program depends more on the success he experienced as part of his team 
as an undergraduate.  When removing outliers, current performance of the former athlete’s team 
has a significant impact on giving to the university and athletics as well.  No connection can be 
made on the female former-athlete perspective.  This research supports other experts in the field 
regarding the differences between gender and giving within athletics.  Additionally, we can 
connect this research to other research in the field involving on-field success as a former student-
athlete and current program success with donor motivation. 
The focus of the Covell (2005) research study is to investigate and access the connection 
between athletic success and athletic donations, and also address marketing and management 
research theory.  Specifically, the researchers examined stakeholder groups that are highly vested 
in the athletic programs.  Football season ticket holders were chosen as the focus of this study.  A 
preliminary in-stadium survey was administered to select season ticket holders.  A group of 
identified fans were also interviewed informally with similar questions regarding basic 
motivation for attending games and determining levels of identify and allegiance.  The findings 
set the stage for the survey that was then administered to the entire football season ticket base.   
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The conclusion focused on the correlation between winning and giving and how it might be 
measured only on an institution-by-institution basis.  The results found that the audience tended 
to be primarily alumni.  Former athlete allegiance and support was not influenced by wins and 
losses and fit the university’s mission (IVY League).  It is important to also note the possibility 
that as part of a limitation is that the effects of winning and giving could vary by sport.   The 
findings are helpful to my research because nearly 88% of the respondents to this survey 
attended undergrad at this university (239) and a significant number were former student-athletes 
(54 football), and another population attended graduate school (97).   
 Similar to other research, a study by Siegfried & Getz (2002) concluded that the giving 
rates of former student-athletes increase based upon the athletic success of their alma maters.  No 
connection can be made from this research study with winning by high-profile sports and 
increased alumni contributions from alumni donors that did not participate in college athletics. 
While research varies on athletic success and its impact on fundraising, it appears from 
the literature review that a trend is becoming established that associates a positive impact in size 
or amount of a financial gift when compared to NCAA classification.  The athletic programs 
classified at the most visible levels by the NCAA have the higher probability of on-field success 
playing a factor in generating larger average or number of annual gifts. 
Summary 
As indicated in the literature, the profile of the athletic donor has some identifiable 
characteristics that may provide assistance to athletic development professionals in their search 
for operational, scholarship, and capital support for intercollegiate athletics.  Donor motivation 
for intercollegiate athletics fundraising might differ when compared to academic and other  
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charitable giving.  Gladden et al. (2005) noted, “fundraising in athletics is somewhat different 
than fundraising in other areas, and thus needs to be examined separately” (p. 26).  
The review of literature has shown that the degree of the relationship between alumni or 
fan and the intercollegiate athletic program and leadership can influence the level of participation 
a donor chooses to support in a fiscal year.  The closer the athletic department leaders can align 
themselves with the donor, the greater the chance for a higher-level contribution.  This 
information is particular useful to the challenging former student-athlete prospect, who has a 
history of low participation in annual giving to intercollegiate athletics. 
Research indicates that the on-field success can influence giving at the highest 
classification level of intercollegiate athletics program, resulting in larger annual gift amount 
and/or number of donors to the athletics program and university.  The success that an alumnus 
experienced on campus as a former student-athlete can influence the motivation he/she has for 
supporting their alma mater’s athletic programs. 
Possibly unique to athletic development, athletics donors have been shown to designate 
their giving based upon the level of benefit the donor might receive.  Thus, using this research, 
we can theorize that based upon benefits and donor motivation that athletics fundraisers must 
develop multiple benefit levels to provide incentive for donors to increase annual giving to a 
“major” gift level.  Further research is required to examine this conclusion.   
 Although this review reveals that several research studies have been conducted to assist 
athletic development professionals on athletic donor motivational theories and factors that 
influence giving to athletics, few studies actually exist on the identification of motivational 
factors that explain why former student-athletes choose to financially support their alma maters 
by making a financial support. 
EXAMINING FACTORS THAT INFLUENCE DONOR MOTIVATION 	  
	  
36	  
   
While further research is necessary in the field of athletic development and donor 
motivation, it can be concluded that donor motivation research is necessary to meet the rising 
costs of operating an intercollegiate athletics program at the NCAA Division I classification 
level.  Additionally, understanding the ability to identify the motivations of “why” a donor 
chooses to support intercollegiate athletics programs can provide useful data to professional 
fundraisers looking to off-set the deficit in intercollegiate athletic department budgets and/or 
provide resources necessary for scholarship and operational needs. 
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Chapter 3:  Methodology 
Introduction 
Presently, several research studies have been conducted to assist athletic development 
professionals better understand athletic donor motivations and factors that influence giving to 
intercollegiate athletics. Few studies, however, actually exist on the identification of motivational 
factors from the former student-athlete population. 
The purpose of this mixed methods (qualitative & quantitative paradigm) research study 
was to identify significant philanthropic motivation patterns that might explain former student-
athlete donor participation with their alma mater’s athletic programs. 
Ultimately, this study will provide answers to the following central research question: 
• What are the primary motivational factors that influence financial contributions 
from the former student-athlete population at the NCAA Division I classification? 
Secondary Questions: 
• How does NCAA classification (FBS, FCS, and Non-Football Playing 
Subdivision status) impact former student-athlete donor motivation? 
• How does donor motivation differ among gender and the former student-athlete 
population? 
• To what extent does athletic success impact the former student-athletes 
motivation for giving? 
• How does the relationship among the coach (former and/or current), athletic 
director, and fundraiser impact motivation of donors? 
 This study has modified and enhanced an existing survey instrument developed in 2009 
by Jason Drummond from the University of Kansas for his research study titled:  An  
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Investigation of the Factors that can predict Philanthropic Support for Former Female Student-
Athletes. The study was approved for three phases of data collection and analysis, but ultimately 
utilized:  1) Institutional Data Request; and 2) Survey Questionnaire (modified to include both 
male and female former student-athletes and all three NCAA Division I classifications:  FBS, 
FCS, and Non-Football Playing Subdivision).  A third phase could be utilized for future research:  
3) Former Student-Athlete Focus Group Interviews.   
 The research was coordinated through the athletic development office and institutional 
advancement office at each university participating in the study.  The target population was male 
and female alumni coded as former student-athletes in the institutional advancement and/or 
alumni relations database system.  The participating universities include one private and two 
public universities.  By utilizing a mixed methods approach to assess former student-athlete 
donor motivation, results will provide athletic development professionals with a set of 
identifiable characteristics of this population of donors and the opportunity to further analyze 
motivation of former student-athletes based upon gender, race, age, and other factors. 
Research Design and Rationale 
The data collected from the Examining Factors That Influence Donor Motivation Among 
Former Student-Athletes and NCAA Division I Classification study will be used to analyze donor 
motivation from a population of former student-athletes from each of the three (3) NCAA 
Division I classifications.  In order to examine the motivation behind financial support from the 
former student-athlete population, a survey instrument was adapted from a previous research 
study on donor motivation conducted by a doctoral student at the University of Kansas.  The 
primary dependent variable in this study will mirror that of the previous study, which was the 
“donor status of respondents:  they were either donors or non-donors to the athletic program”  
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(Drummond, 2009).  Gender was expanded in the updated study to not only include the female 
student-athlete population surveyed by Drummond but male student-athletes as well.  
Additionally, Drummond (2009) conducted research on former student-athletes from the 
University of Virginia.  In this study, research was expanded to include all three (3) NCAA 
Division I classifications:  NCAA DI – FBS, FCS, and Non-Football Playing Subdivisions.  The 
independent variables included: “Gender”, “Age”, “Education Level”, “NCAA Classification”, 
“Relationship with Former Coach”, “Relationship with Current Coach”, “Relationship with 
Athletic Fundraiser”, “Relationship with Former Teammates”, “Relationship with Athletic 
Director”, “Scholarship”, “Benefit Received”, “Current Program Status – Winning”, “Current 
Program Status – Losing”, “Athletic Success as Student-Athlete – Won Championship”, and 
“Athletic Success as Student-Athlete – Won More Than Lost”.  
Cross-tabulation and chi-square analyses were used to explore the significance between 
former student-athletes that contributed to athletics in 2011-12 and independent variables 
identified by the researcher. Contingency coefficient was utilized to identify the strength of the 
significant relationships.  In order to analyze the four open-ended questions included in the 
survey, the researcher reviewed the raw qualitative data through “Open Coding”.  The researcher 
labeled words and/or phrases that appeared and then utilized “Axial Coding” to group the words 
and/or phrases into categories or themes.  The researcher examined the frequency of the themes, 
reported themes that received a 5% response rate or more, and ranked “Top 5” theme responses 
for each open-ended question.	  
 In order to gain a baseline understanding, a request was made to the institutional 
advancement and athletic development office at each participating university to provide insight  
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on total number of former student-athlete donors and giving statistics from the most recent fiscal 
year. 
Phase #1 of the study included an overview of former student-athlete philanthropic data 
that will be requested prior to the distribution of the Survey Questionnaire.  The request was 
distributed to participating athletic development offices and their director of athletic 
development to establish a pattern regarding each institution’s former student-athlete population.  
Data requested included the overall number of former male and female student-athlete that 
participated philanthropically during the past fiscal year (FY 2012) and the average gift size per 
former student-athlete.  This data request provided a brief overview of former student-athlete 
participation prior to the survey instrument being distributed.   
Phase #2 of the study was the distribution of the modified Drummond Survey to the 
former student-athlete population.  The survey questionnaire was sent electronically through the 
primary athletic development and/or institutional advancement contact at each of the 
participating universities.  The survey questionnaire included 47 questions that were created to 
provide additional insight and answers to explain donor motivation among former student-
athletes. 
In order to further explore the former student-athlete population and their philanthropic 
motivation, Phase #3 included an option to participate in a focus group interview session for 
select respondents to the survey.  All former student-athletes were invited to participate in a 
future focus group interview session.  Those participants that indicated that they were willing to 
be contacted for a focus group interview and fit the desired profile of the researcher will be 
contacted within sixty days of the conclusion of Phase #2 to schedule the interview date.  If  
 
EXAMINING FACTORS THAT INFLUENCE DONOR MOTIVATION 	  
	  
41	  
 
utilized, the focus group interview will take place using Adobe Connect.  Participants will be 
registered as “guests” and will use a pseudonym to protect their individual identities. 
Site and Population 
Population Description 
The target population of this mixed methods action research study included male and 
female alumni coded as “former student-athletes” by the three NCAA Division I classified 
universities participating in the research study.  The former student-athlete population varied in 
demographic characteristics such as age, gender, race, and alumni status.  Additionally, the 
number of former student-athletes varied in population by institution and sport played. 
Site Description 
The former student-athletes surveyed were identified by the three (3) participating NCAA 
Division I classified universities agreeing to participate in this research study.  Two of the 
participating universities are located in a major metropolitan city in the Northeast Region of the 
United States.  The third university is located in a rural location in the Midwest Region of the 
United States.  The site included a mix of two public universities and one private university and a 
cross representation of each of the three NCAA classifications:  FBS, FCS, and Non Football 
Playing subdivisions.   
FBS – Temple University 
Temple University was founded in 1884 and is a public research institution located in 
Philadelphia, PA  (www.temple.edu).  Temple University has a total undergraduate population of 
24,501 with 11,650 male and 12.831 female students on the main campus (Office of 
Postsecondary Education, 2011).  Temple University’s athletic programs compete at the NCAA 
Division I level, FBS classification (Big East Conference), and with primary conference  
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affiliation with the Atlantic 10 Conference2.  Temple sponsors twenty-four varsity sports teams 
with 637 total student-athletes (341 male & 332 female) (Office of Postsecondary Education, 
2011).  Athletic expenditures for 2010-2011 totaled $29,757,012 (Office of Postsecondary 
Education, 2011).   
FCS – Indiana State University 
Indiana State University is a public institution founded in 1865 and located in Terre 
Haute, Indiana  (www.indstate.edu).  Undergraduate enrollment for ISU totals 8,224 with 4,161 
male and 4.063 female students (Office of Postsecondary Education, 2011).  Indiana State 
University’s athletic programs compete at the NCAA Division I level, FCS classification, and 
with primary conference affiliation with the Missouri Valley Conference (MVC).  Indiana State 
sponsors fourteen sports teams with 447 total student-athletes (209 male & 238 female) and with 
annual athletic expenditures of $10,593,239 (Office of Postsecondary Education, 2011).   
Non-Football – Drexel University 
Drexel University is a private research institution founded in 1891 and located in the City 
of Philadelphia, PA (www.drexel.edu).  Undergraduate enrollment at Drexel totals 11,335 with 
6,399 male and 4,936 female students (Office of Postsecondary Education, 2011).  Drexel 
University’s athletic programs compete at the NCAA Division I level, Non-Football 
classification, and affiliated with the Colonial Athletic Association for primary conference 
membership.  Drexel sponsors eighteen sports teams with 424 total student-athletes (225 male & 
199 female) with annual athletic expenditures of $16,407,746 (Office of Postsecondary 
Education, 2011).  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
2 Temple University’s primary conference affiliation at the time of the study was the The 
Atlantic 10 Conference with football participating in The Big East Conference for the 2012 
season.  Starting in 2013-14, Temple will begin competing in the newly formed American 
Athletic Conference (McMurphy, April 4, 2013, para. 10).   
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Site Access 
 Traditionally, the former student-athlete donor population is a restricted population to 
gain site access to.  In order to gain entry, established connections and relationships with senior 
level administrators in the department of intercollegiate athletics and office of institutional 
advancement were utilized.  In order to ensure anonymity and control of Phase #2 of the study, 
the survey questionnaires were distributed electronically to each of the three (3) athletic 
development and/or institutional advancement contacts within the universities identified for this 
study.  The institutional development contacts in-turn shared the survey with their former 
student-athlete population.   
Instrumentation 
Introduction – List of Methods Used 
The mixed methods study utilized three phases to collect data.  Phase #1 involved a 
request of overall former student-athlete demographic and giving statistics.  The institutional 
advancement and/or athletic development office for each institution provided a report to the 
researcher that provided answers regarding the total donor population in 2011-12 and average 
gift from the former student-athlete population.  The researcher utilized Phase #1 data collected 
to compare institutional data for giving among the overall former student-athlete population with 
data collected from the respondents in this research study.  Phase #2 included the distribution of 
a 47-item survey instrument to the former student-athlete population directly.  The survey 
instrument included four open-ended questions that helped identify influencers on donors and 
non-donors to the intercollegiate athletics programs.  For future research involving the former 
student-athlete population, Phase #3 involves a focus group interview with a select population of 
former student-athletes that identified themselves as willing participants during phase two of the  
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study.  The focus group will be held using an Internet Conference Call via Adobe Connect. 
Response data will provide valuable information for athletic development professionals on how 
the former student-athlete population’s feedback on management of this constituency group. 
Reliability and Validity 
A previously developed survey instrument was modified for use in this study on donor 
motivation among former NCAA DI student-athletes.  The original survey instrument had been 
tested for content validity through examination by the researcher and three athletic development 
professionals in 2009.  A pilot study was conducted with Drexel University Sport Management 
graduate students and professional colleagues that were former student-athletes to examine 
reliability and provide additional comments on modified version of the survey instrument in the 
fall of 2012 (see Appendix I & J). 
Ethical Considerations 
Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval was secured due to the involvement of human 
subjects and request for access to confidential charitable giving information of donors at 
participating colleges and universities involved in the Examining Factors That Influence Donor 
Motivation Among Former Student-Athletes at The NCAA Division I Classification study.   
 The researcher submitted a request and gained documented approval from three (3) 
NCAA Division I institutions chosen to participate in this research project.  During Phase 1, the 
researcher requested athletic development and/or institutional advancement colleagues to provide 
data involving their institution’s former student-athlete population and their donation history.  In 
Phase 2 of the interview portion of the study, the researcher requested permission to interview 
the former student-athlete population.  The researcher was aware that the “participants may  
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disclose sensitive and potentially distressing information in the course of the interview” 
(Creswell, 2008, p. 240).     
 Due to the sensitive information shared by former student-athletes in the donor 
population,  “Patient confidentiality is of utmost importance” (Creswell, 2008, p. 240).  In order 
to properly inform participants of their rights, the researcher worked through the athletic 
development and/or institutional advancement professional to request that they reach out 
electronically and request their former student-athletes’ participation in this project.  Attached to 
the electronic communication and web survey, an informed consent form was included that the 
participant could review that informed them of their rights.  
Data Collection 
The research study identified one (1) college and/or university to collect data from for 
each of the three NCAA Division I classifications (FBS, FCS, and Non-Football Playing 
Subdivision).  Any former student-athlete coded by the institutional advancement and/or athletic 
development office with a valid email address was asked to participate in the study.   
Identification and Invitation - Quantitative 
In order to research and review quantitative data of each athletic program’s former 
student-athlete population, a letter of access was requested from the director of athletic 
development or institutional advancement contact.  In order to obtain the necessary data, the 
researcher needed the participating institutions to agree to run reports, answer questions 
regarding their contributors, and provide access to the alumni identified that were former 
student-athletes.  The researcher agreed to keep names of “Former Student-Athletes” confidential 
and not publish in the research findings. 
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Prior to the distribution of the survey instrument, a data request was made to the Athletic 
Development and/or Institutional Advancement Office at the participating universities to 
establish an overview of the former student-athlete population.  Information requested will 
include:  total number of donors that are coded as a former student-athlete in FY ’12 and average 
gift amount from former student-athlete in FY ‘12. 
The survey instrument was delivered via email to the former student-athlete population 
identified by the director of athletic development within the athletic development office and/or 
institutional advancement contact at each of the three (3) participating NCAA Division I 
Universities.  Data collection parameters were included with the survey.  
Identification and Invitation - Qualitative 
At the conclusion of the survey questionnaire, participants were asked to respond to four 
open-ended questions that explored what has influenced them to give or not to give financially.  
Additionally, two questions explored what specifically could be done to increase giving or gain 
their support.  The survey also offered the opportunity to participate in a focus group discussion 
on the topic of former student-athlete donor motivation and best practice suggestions for athletic 
development professionals.  The focus group interview is optional.  The interview session will be 
conducted online using Adobe Connect as part of a future study.   
Data Analysis - Quantitative 
After the data collection has occurred, descriptive statistics were calculated through the 
utilization of the mean and standard deviation continuous variables and to responses from the 
Likert scale “strongly agree” to “strongly disagree”.  Descriptive statistics for categorical 
variables were measured using frequency and proportion data from each response category.  
Cross tabulation using the dependent variable “Donor to Athletics in 2011-12” was utilized to  
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examine select independent variables.  Pearson’s chi-square was used to establish significance.  
Data responses were regrouped and recoded from the five-point likert scale responses of 
“Strongly Agree” and “Agree” to “YES”; “Disagree” or “Strongly Disagree” to “NO”; and 
“Neutral” responses were re-coded to “System Missing”.  Contingency coefficient was utilized 
to identify the strength of significant relationships identified. 
Data Analysis – Qualitative 
 In order to analyze the interview data from the four open-ended questions in Phase #2, 
the researcher examined and reviewed the raw qualitative data through “Open Coding”.  The 
researcher labeled words and/or phrases that appeared and then utilized “Axial Coding” to group 
the words an/or phrases into categories or themes.    
 In order to insure that variables were identified that may account for similarities and 
differences among participants, coded data was also tested against “frequency charts prepared for 
each finding” (Bloomberg & Volpe, 2008).  The researcher examined the frequency of the 
themes, ranked theme response for each open-ended question, and reported any themes that 
received a 5% response rate or more.  The end goal was for the researcher to come up with 
themes and patterns among the former student-athlete donor motivation that can lead to best 
practice recommendations for athletic development professionals. 
Summary 
By utilizing a mixed methods approach to assess former student-athlete donor motivation, 
the quantitative results provide athletic development professionals with a set of identifiable 
characteristics of this population.  Additionally, the qualitative portion of this study will help 
further explain motivation behind financial contributions by the former student-athlete 
population. 
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Chapter 4:  Analysis of Data 
The purpose of this study is to help athletics and advancement professionals identify 
motivational factors for philanthropic behavior among the former student-athlete population.  
Chapter 4 will analyze the data collected from male and female former student-athletes from 
three participating universities.  Findings will be divided into two sections:  1) a descriptive 
overview of the sample population and 2) analysis of the data as it relates to the study’s primary 
and secondary research questions. 
Descriptive Statistics 
A total of 8,461 surveys were mailed electronically to former student-athletes at the 
following three NCAA DI classified institutions:  Temple University (2,726), Indiana State 
University (3,450), and Drexel University (2,465).  A total of 938 surveys were completed and 
useable for this study with an overall response rate of 11.09%.  Total number of surveys 
completed and response rate by institution was the following:  Temple University (393, 14.42%), 
Indiana State University (241, 6.99%), and Drexel University (304, 12.33%).   
Phase #1 of the study provided philanthropic data on the student-athlete population by 
institution. The total number of donors and average gift size from the former student-athlete 
population by institution was the following for FY ’12:  Temple University = 781, $1,527; 
Indiana State University = 405, $751.46; and Drexel University = 223, $13,968.16.  Drexel 
University received one $3 million gift in FY ’12 from a former student-athlete.  If you remove 
this outlier, the average gift amount from Drexel University is $517.56. 
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Survey Participant by Sport 
Table 1.  Percentage of former Temple University female student-athletes response rate 
I participated in which of the following sports: 
Answer Options Response Percent Response Count 
Basketball 13.7% 18 
Field Hockey 15.3% 20 
Golf 0.0% 0 
Lacrosse 13.7% 18 
Rowing 17.6% 23 
Soccer 9.2% 12 
Softball 6.1% 8 
Swimming/Diving 2.3% 3 
Tennis 6.9% 9 
Track/Cross-
Country 6.9% 9 
Volleyball 6.9% 9 
Baseball 0.0% 0 
Football 0.0% 0 
Wrestling 0.0% 0 
Gymnastics 4.6% 6 
Fencing 6.9% 9 
Bowling 0.0% 0 
Other (please 
specify) 7.6% 10 
answered question 131 
skipped question 0 
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Table 2.  Percentage of former Temple University male student-athletes response rate 
I participated in which of the following sports: 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Basketball 6.7% 15 
Field Hockey 0.0% 0 
Golf 3.1% 7 
Lacrosse 0.4% 1 
Rowing 8.1% 18 
Soccer 7.6% 17 
Softball 0.0% 0 
Swimming/Diving 4.0% 9 
Tennis 3.6% 8 
Track/Cross-Country 12.6% 28 
Volleyball 0.0% 0 
Baseball 13.9% 31 
Football 26.9% 60 
Wrestling 4.0% 9 
Gymnastics 9.0% 20 
Fencing 4.9% 11 
Bowling 0.0% 0 
Other (please specify) 9.0% 20 
answered question 223 
skipped question 0 
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Table 3. Percentage of former Indiana State University female student-athletes response rate 
I participated in which of the following sports: 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Basketball 14.7% 11 
Golf 0.0% 0 
Soccer 2.7% 2 
Softball 10.7% 8 
Swimming/Diving 8.0% 6 
Tennis 2.7% 2 
Track/Cross-Country 36.0% 27 
Volleyball 14.7% 11 
Baseball 0.0% 0 
Football 0.0% 0 
Wrestling 0.0% 0 
Gymnastics 5.3% 4 
Other (please specify) 16.0% 12 
answered question 75 
skipped question 0 
 
Table 4.  Percentage of former Indiana State University male student-athletes response rate 
I participated in which of the following sports: 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Basketball 9.2% 14 
Golf 2.6% 4 
Soccer 0.0% 0 
Softball 0.0% 0 
Swimming/Diving 4.6% 7 
Tennis 2.0% 3 
Track/Cross-Country 25.5% 39 
Volleyball 0.7% 1 
Baseball 20.3% 31 
Football 41.2% 63 
Wrestling 6.5% 10 
Gymnastics 1.3% 2 
Other (please specify) 5.9% 9 
answered question 153 
skipped question 0 
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Table 5.  Percentage of former Drexel University female student-athletes response rate 
I participated in which of the following sports: 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Basketball 19.1% 13 
Field Hockey 25.0% 17 
Golf 0.0% 0 
Lacrosse 11.8% 8 
Rowing 13.2% 9 
Soccer 5.9% 4 
Softball 19.1% 13 
Swimming/Diving 13.2% 9 
Tennis 5.9% 4 
Track/Cross-Country 1.5% 1 
Volleyball 4.4% 3 
Baseball 0.0% 0 
Football 0.0% 0 
Wrestling 0.0% 0 
Other (please specify) 4.4% 3 
answered question 68 
skipped question 0 
 
Table 6.  Percentage of former Drexel University male student-athletes response rate 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Basketball 6.9% 15 
Field Hockey 0.0% 0 
Golf 5.6% 12 
Lacrosse 18.1% 39 
Rowing 18.1% 39 
Soccer 11.6% 25 
Softball 0.0% 0 
Swimming/Diving 8.8% 19 
Tennis 3.2% 7 
Track/Cross-Country 6.9% 15 
Volleyball 0.0% 0 
Baseball 9.7% 21 
Football 12.5% 27 
Wrestling 10.6% 23 
Other (please specify) 3.7% 8 
answered question 216 
skipped question 0 
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Ethnicity 
The majority of the respondents for the study were Caucasian or White with 88.1% 
(N=763).  Respondents from the Black or African-American category accounted for 7.7% 
(N=67) and 4.2% (N=36) from “Other” (see Table 18). 
 
Table 7.  Percentage of former Temple University female student-athletes ethnicity 
Race 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
White 74.8% 98 
Black or African-American 19.1% 25 
Asian 1.5% 2 
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 0.0% 0 
Hispanic or Latino 0.8% 1 
American Indian 0.0% 0 
Other 3.8% 5 
answered question 131 
skipped question 0 
 
Table 8.  Percentage of former Temple University male student-athletes ethnicity 
Race 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
White 82.5% 184 
Black or African-American 10.8% 24 
Asian 0.4% 1 
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 0.0% 0 
Hispanic or Latino 2.7% 6 
American Indian 0.0% 0 
Other 3.6% 8 
answered question 223 
skipped question 0 
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Table 9.  Overall percentage of former Temple University student-athletes ethnicity 
Race 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
White 79.7% 282 
Black or African-American 13.8% 49 
Asian 0.8% 3 
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 0.0% 0 
Hispanic or Latino 2.0% 7 
American Indian 0.0% 0 
Other 3.7% 13 
answered question 354 
skipped question 39 
 
Table 10.  Percentage of former Indiana State University female student-athletes ethnicity 
Race 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
White 94.7% 71 
Black or African-American 2.7% 2 
Asian 0.0% 0 
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 0.0% 0 
Hispanic or Latino 0.0% 0 
American Indian 0.0% 0 
Other 2.7% 2 
answered question 75 
skipped question 0 
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Table 11.  Percentage of former Indiana State University male student-athletes ethnicity 
Race 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
White 91.5% 140 
Black or African-American 7.2% 11 
Asian 0.0% 0 
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 0.0% 0 
Hispanic or Latino 0.7% 1 
American Indian 0.0% 0 
Other 0.7% 1 
answered question 153 
skipped question 0 
 
Table 12.  Overall percentage of former Indiana State University student-athletes ethnicity 
Race 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
White 92.5% 211 
Black or African-American 5.7% 13 
Asian 0.0% 0 
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 0.0% 0 
Hispanic or Latino 0.4% 1 
American Indian 0.0% 0 
Other 1.3% 3 
answered question 228 
skipped question 13 
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Table 13.  Percentage of former Drexel University female student-athletes ethnicity 
Race 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
White 94.1% 64 
Black or African-American 2.9% 2 
Asian 0.0% 0 
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 1.5% 1 
Hispanic or Latino 0.0% 0 
American Indian 0.0% 0 
Other 1.5% 1 
answered question 68 
skipped question 0 
 
Table 14.  Percentage of former Drexel University male student-athletes ethnicity 
Race 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
White 95.4% 206 
Black or African-American 1.4% 3 
Asian 0.5% 1 
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 0.0% 0 
Hispanic or Latino 0.9% 2 
American Indian 0.0% 0 
Other 1.9% 4 
answered question 216 
skipped question 0 
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Table 15.  Overall percentage of former Drexel University student-athletes ethnicity 
Race 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
White 95.1% 270 
Black or African-American 1.8% 5 
Asian 0.4% 1 
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 0.4% 1 
Hispanic or Latino 0.7% 2 
American Indian 0.0% 0 
Other 1.8% 5 
answered question 284 
skipped question 20 
 
Table 16.  Overall percentage of former female student-athletes ethnicity 
Race 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
White 85.0% 233 
Black or African-American 10.6% 29 
Asian 0.7% 2 
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 0.0% 0 
Hispanic or Latino 0.7% 2 
American Indian 0.0% 0 
Other 3.0% 8 
answered question 274 
skipped question 0 
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Table 17.  Overall percentage of former male student-athletes ethnicity 
Race 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
White 89.5% 530 
Black or African-American 6.4% 38 
Asian 0.3% 2 
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 0.0% 0 
Hispanic or Latino 1.5% 9 
American Indian 0.0% 0 
Other 2.2% 13 
answered question 592 
skipped question 0 
 
Table 18.  Overall percentage of former student-athletes ethnicity 
Race 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
White 88.1% 763 
Black or African-American 7.7% 67 
Asian 0.5% 4 
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 0.1% 1 
Hispanic or Latino 1.2% 10 
American Indian 0.0% 0 
Other 2.4% 21 
answered question 866 
skipped question 0 
 
Academic Credentials 
Alumni completed a bachelor’s degree included 54% (N=468) of the respondents.  
Alumni that completed a graduate degree totaled 44.9% (N=389) with 1% (N=9) of respondents 
indicating that they did not complete a degree.  There were a total of seventy-two subjects that 
chose not to respond to this question (see Table 30). 
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Reponses between former female and male student-athletes were similar in overall 
response percentage. 
Table 19.  Percentage of former Temple University female student-athletes academic credentials 
Education 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Bachelor's degree 52.7% 69 
Graduate degree 45.8% 60 
Did not finish degree 1.5% 2 
answered question 131 
skipped question 0 
 
Table 20.  Percentage of former Temple University male student-athletes academic credentials 
Education 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Bachelor's degree 55.2% 123 
Graduate degree 43.0% 96 
Did not finish degree 1.8% 4 
answered question 223 
skipped question 0 
 
Table 21.  Overall percentage of former Temple University student-athletes academic credentials 
Education 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Bachelor's degree 54.2% 192 
Graduate degree 44.1% 156 
Did not finish degree 1.7% 6 
answered question 354 
skipped question 39 
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Table 22.  Percentage of former Indiana State University female student-athletes academic 
credentials 
Education 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Bachelor's degree 50.7% 38 
Graduate degree 49.3% 37 
Did not finish degree 0.0% 0 
answered question 75 
skipped question 0 
 
Table 23.  Percentage of former Indiana State University male student-athletes academic 
credentials 
Education 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Bachelor's degree 46.4% 71 
Graduate degree 51.6% 79 
Did not finish degree 2.0% 3 
answered question 153 
skipped question 0 
 
Table 24.  Overall percentage of former Indiana State University student-athletes academic 
credentials 
Education 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Bachelor's degree 47.8% 109 
Graduate degree 50.9% 116 
Did not finish degree 1.3% 3 
answered question 228 
skipped question 13 
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Table 25.  Percentage of former Drexel University female student-athletes academic credentials 
Education 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Bachelor's degree 60.3% 41 
Graduate degree 39.7% 27 
Did not finish degree 0.0% 0 
answered question 68 
skipped question 0 
 
Table 26.  Percentage of former Drexel University male student-athletes academic credentials 
Education 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Bachelor's degree 58.3% 126 
Graduate degree 41.7% 90 
Did not finish degree 0.0% 0 
answered question 216 
skipped question 0 
 
Table 27.  Overall percentage of former Drexel University student-athletes academic credentials 
Education 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Bachelor's degree 58.8% 167 
Graduate degree 41.2% 117 
Did not finish degree 0.0% 0 
answered question 284 
skipped question 20 
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Table 28.  Overall percentage of former female student-athletes academic credentials 
Education 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Bachelor's degree 54.0% 148 
Graduate degree 45.3% 124 
Did not finish degree 0.7% 2 
answered question 274 
 
Table 29.  Overall percentage of former male student-athletes academic credentials 
Education 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Bachelor's degree 54.1% 320 
Graduate degree 44.8% 265 
Did not finish degree 1.2% 7 
answered question 592 
 
Table 30.  Overall percentage of former student-athletes academic credentials 
Education 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Bachelor's degree 54.0% 468 
Graduate degree 44.9% 389 
Did not finish degree 1.0% 9 
answered question 866 
skipped question 72 
 
Scholarship Recipient 
 The majority of respondents 63.5% (N=550) indicated that they received scholarship 
assistance as a student-athlete.  There were a total of seventy-two subjects that chose not to 
respond to this question (see Table 42). 
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The percentage of former student-athletes receiving scholarship assistance decrease 
among male respondents at Drexel University (Non-Football Playing Subdivision) with 50.5% 
(N=107) versus overall percentage of scholarship assistance among males at Temple University 
(65.9% /N=147) and Indiana State University (69.9% /N=107) (see Tables 32, 35, & 38). 
 
Table 31.  Percentage of Temple University former female student-athletes receiving scholarship 
assistance 
Did you receive an athletics grant in-aid (scholarship assistance)? 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
No 27.5% 36 
Yes 72.5% 95 
answered question 131 
skipped question 0 
 
Table 32.  Percentage of Temple University former male student-athletes receiving scholarship 
assistance 
Did you receive an athletics grant in-aid (scholarship assistance)? 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
No 34.1% 76 
Yes 65.9% 147 
answered question 223 
skipped question 0 
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Table 33.  Overall percentage of Temple University former student-athletes receiving scholarship 
assistance 
Did you receive an athletics grant in-aid (scholarship assistance)? 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
No 31.6% 112 
Yes 68.4% 242 
answered question 354 
skipped question 39 
 
Table 34.  Percentage of Indiana State University former female student-athletes receiving 
scholarship assistance 
Did you receive an athletics grant in-aid (scholarship assistance)? 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
No 36.0% 27 
Yes 64.0% 48 
answered question 75 
skipped question 0 
 
Table 35.  Percentage of Indiana State University former male student-athletes receiving 
scholarship assistance 
Did you receive an athletics grant in-aid (scholarship assistance)? 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
No 30.1% 46 
Yes 69.9% 107 
answered question 153 
skipped question 0 
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Table 36.  Overall percentage of Indiana State University former student-athletes receiving 
scholarship assistance 
Did you receive an athletics grant in-aid (scholarship assistance)? 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
No 32.0% 73 
Yes 68.0% 155 
answered question 228 
skipped question 13 
 
Table 37.  Percentage of Drexel University former female student-athletes receiving scholarship 
assistance 
Did you receive an athletics grant in-aid (scholarship assistance)? 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
No 35.3% 24 
Yes 64.7% 44 
answered question 68 
skipped question 0 
 
Table 38.  Percentage of Drexel University former male student-athletes receiving scholarship 
assistance 
Did you receive an athletics grant in-aid (scholarship assistance)? 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
No 49.5% 107 
Yes 50.5% 109 
answered question 216 
skipped question 0 
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Table 39.  Overall percentage of Drexel University former student-athletes receiving scholarship 
assistance 
Did you receive an athletics grant in-aid (scholarship assistance)? 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
No 46.1% 131 
Yes 53.9% 153 
answered question 284 
skipped question 20 
 
Table 40.  Overall percentage of former female student-athletes receiving scholarship assistance 
Did you receive an athletics grant in-aid (scholarship assistance)? 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
No 31.8% 87 
Yes 68.2% 187 
answered question 274 
 
Table 41.  Overall percentage of former male student-athletes receiving scholarship assistance 
Did you receive an athletics grant in-aid (scholarship assistance)? 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
No 38.7% 229 
Yes 61.3% 363 
answered question 592 
 
Table 42.  Overall percentage of former student-athletes receiving scholarship assistance 
Did you receive an athletics grant in-aid (scholarship assistance)? 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
No 36.5% 316 
Yes 63.5% 550 
answered question 866 
skipped question 72 
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Household income 
 The majority 53.5% of the male and female former student-athletes that responded to the 
survey indicated that their annual household income level exceeds $100,000 (N=463).  
Respondents with annual household income between $50,000-$99,999 included 32.3% (N=280) 
with 14.2% (N=123) indicating a household income of under $50,000 (see Table 54). 
Responses from Drexel University indicate a higher percentage of annual household 
income over $100,000 for male and female former student-athletes (64.8% /N=104) vs. Temple 
(48.3% /N=171) and Indiana State University (47.4%/N=108).  There were a total of seventy-
two subjects that chose not to respond to this question (see Tables 45, 48 & 51). 
 Overall female former student-athlete annual household income level is significantly less 
when compared to the male former student-athlete.  Former female former student-athlete 
respondents with annual household income of less than $50,000 totaled 21.9% (N=60) vs. 10.6% 
(N=63) for male former student-athletes (see Tables 52 & 53). 
A lower percentage of former female student-athletes at Drexel University responded that 
they earn less than $50,000 (11.8% / N=8) and more than $100,000 (60.3% / N=41) compared to 
Temple University & Indiana State University (see Table 49). 
  
Table 43.  Percentage of Temple University former female student-athletes household income 
Which best represents your current annual household income 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
under $50,000 23.7% 31 
$50,000 - $99,999 40.5% 53 
over $100,000 35.9% 47 
answered question 131 
skipped question 0 
 
EXAMINING FACTORS THAT INFLUENCE DONOR MOTIVATION 	  
	  
68	  
 
Table 44.  Percentage of Temple University former male student-athletes household income 
Which best represents your current annual household income 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
under $50,000 14.8% 33 
$50,000 - $99,999 29.6% 66 
over $100,000 55.6% 124 
answered question 223 
skipped question 0 
 
Table 45.  Overall percentage of Temple University former student-athletes household income 
Which best represents your current annual household income 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
under $50,000 18.1% 64 
$50,000 - $99,999 33.6% 119 
over $100,000 48.3% 171 
answered question 354 
skipped question 39 
 
Table 46.  Percentage of Indiana State University former female student-athletes household 
income 
Which best represents your current annual household income 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
under $50,000 28.0% 21 
$50,000 - $99,999 36.0% 27 
over $100,000 36.0% 27 
answered question 75 
skipped question 0 
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Table 47.  Percentage of Indiana State University former male student-athletes household income 
Which best represents your current annual household income 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
under $50,000 9.2% 14 
$50,000 - $99,999 37.9% 58 
over $100,000 52.9% 81 
answered question 153 
skipped question 0 
 
Table 48.  Overall percentage of Indiana State University former student-athletes household 
income 
Which best represents your current annual household income 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
under $50,000 15.4% 35 
$50,000 - $99,999 37.3% 85 
over $100,000 47.4% 108 
answered question 228 
skipped question 13 
 
Table 49.  Percentage of Drexel University former female student-athletes household income 
Which best represents your current annual household income 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
under $50,000 11.8% 8 
$50,000 - $99,999 27.9% 19 
over $100,000 60.3% 41 
answered question 68 
skipped question 0 
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Table 50.  Percentage of Drexel University former male student-athletes household income 
Which best represents your current annual household income 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
under $50,000 7.4% 16 
$50,000 - $99,999 26.4% 57 
over $100,000 66.2% 143 
answered question 216 
skipped question 0 
 
Table 51.  Overall percentage of Drexel University former student-athletes household income 
Which best represents your current annual household income 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
under $50,000 8.5% 24 
$50,000 - $99,999 26.8% 76 
over $100,000 64.8% 184 
answered question 284 
skipped question 20 
 
Table 52.  Overall percentage of former female student-athletes household income 
Which best represents your current annual household income 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
under $50,000 21.9% 60 
$50,000 - $99,999 36.1% 99 
over $100,000 42.0% 115 
answered question 274 
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Table 53.  Overall percentage of former male student-athletes household income 
Which best represents your current annual household income 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
under $50,000 10.6% 63 
$50,000 - $99,999 30.6% 181 
over $100,000 58.8% 348 
answered question 592 
 
Table 54.  Overall percentage of former student-athletes household income 
Which best represents your current annual household income 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
under $50,000 14.2% 123 
$50,000 - $99,999 32.3% 280 
over $100,000 53.5% 463 
answered question 866 
skipped question 72 
 
Contributed to General Fund 
 The majority of male and female former student-athletes responded that they did not 
support their institution’s general fund (67.7% /N=635) (see Table 66). 
 A higher overall percentage of male and female former student-athletes support the 
General Fund at Drexel University (41.2% /N=89) vs. Temple University (25.7% /N=101) and 
Indiana State University (36.1%/ N=87) (see Tables 57, 60 & 63). 
Male former student-athletes supported the general fund at a higher level with 36.8% 
(N=218) vs. female former student-athletes with 24.1% (N=66) (see Tables 64 & 65). 
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Table 55.  Percentage of Temple University former female student athletes that contributed to the 
general fund in 2011-12 
I contributed to the Temple Fund 2011-12 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Yes 19.8% 26 
No 80.2% 105 
answered question 131 
skipped question 0 
 
Table 56.  Percentage of Temple University former male student athletes that contributed to the 
general fund in 2011-12 
I contributed to the Temple Fund 2011-12 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Yes 30.0% 67 
No 70.0% 156 
answered question 223 
skipped question 0 
 
Table 57.  Overall percentage of Temple University former student athletes that contributed to 
the general fund in 2011-12 
I contributed to the Temple Fund 2011-12 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Yes 25.7% 101 
No 74.3% 292 
answered question 393 
skipped question 0 
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Table 58.  Percentage of Indiana State University former female student athletes that contributed 
to the general fund in 2011-12 
I contributed to the Indiana State University general fund in 2011-12 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Yes 28.0% 21 
No 72.0% 54 
answered question 75 
skipped question 0 
 
Table 59.  Percentage of Indiana State University former male student athletes that contributed to 
the general fund in 2011-12 
I contributed to the Indiana State University general fund in 2011-12 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Yes 40.5% 62 
No 59.5% 91 
answered question 153 
skipped question 0 
 
Table 60.  Overall percentage of Indiana State University former student athletes that contributed 
to the general fund in 2011-12 
I contributed to the Indiana State University general fund in 2011-12 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Yes 36.1% 87 
No 63.9% 154 
answered question 241 
skipped question 0 
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Table 61.  Percentage of Drexel University former female student athletes that contributed to the 
general fund in 2011-12 
I contributed to the Drexel University general fund in 2011-12 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Yes 27.9% 19 
No 72.1% 49 
answered question 68 
skipped question 0 
 
Table 62.  Percentage of Drexel University former male student athletes that contributed to the 
general fund in 2011-12 
I contributed to the Drexel University general fund in 2011-12 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Yes 41.2% 89 
No 58.8% 127 
answered question 216 
skipped question 0 
 
Table 63.  Overall percentage of Drexel University former student athletes that contributed to the 
general fund in 2011-12 
I contributed to the Drexel University general fund in 2011-12 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Yes 37.8% 115 
No 62.2% 189 
answered question 304 
skipped question 0 
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Table 64.  Overall percentage of former female student-athletes that contributed to the general 
fund in 2011-12 
I contributed to the General Fund 2011-12 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Yes 24.1% 66 
No 75.9% 208 
answered question 274 
 
Table 65.  Overall percentage of former male student-athletes that contributed to the general fund 
in 2011-12 
I contributed to the General Fund 2011-12 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Yes 36.8% 218 
No 63.2% 374 
answered question 592 
 
Table 66.  Overall percentage of former student-athletes that contributed to the general fund in 
2011-12 
I contributed to the General Fund 2011-12 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Yes 32.3% 303 
No 67.7% 635 
answered question 938 
skipped question 0 
 
Contributed to Athletics 
The majority of male and female former student-athletes responded that they did not 
contribute to athletics in 2011-12 (61.8% /N=580).  The remaining amount of 38.2% (N=358)  
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made a financial contribution to their alma mater’s athletic department in 2011-12 (see Table 
78). 
Male former student-athletes financially supported their athletic department at a higher 
overall percentage (41.6% /N=246) vs. female former student-athletes (31.8% /N=87) (see 
Tables 76 & 77). 
Male former student-athletes from Indiana State University contributed to athletics at a 
higher overall percentage (49% /N=75) vs. Temple University (41.3% /N=92) and Drexel 
University (36.6% /N=79) (see Tables 68, 71, & 74). 
 
Table 67.  Percentage of Temple University former female student-athletes that contributed to 
athletics in 2011-12 
I contributed to Temple University athletics in 2011-12 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Yes 29.0% 38 
No 71.0% 93 
answered question 131 
skipped question 0 
 
Table 68.  Percentage of Temple University former male student-athletes that contributed to 
athletics in 2011-12 
I contributed to Temple University athletics in 2011-12 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Yes 41.3% 92 
No 58.7% 131 
answered question 223 
skipped question 0 
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Table 69.  Overall percentage of Temple University former student-athletes that contributed to 
athletics in 2011-12 
I contributed to Temple University athletics in 2011-12 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Yes 36.6% 144 
No 63.4% 249 
answered question 393 
skipped question 0 
 
Table 70.  Percentage of Indiana State University former female student-athletes that contributed 
to athletics in 2011-12 
I contributed to the Indiana State University athletics in 2011-12 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Yes 30.7% 23 
No 69.3% 52 
answered question 75 
skipped question 0 
 
Table 71.  Percentage of Indiana State University former male student-athletes that contributed to 
athletics in 2011-12 
I contributed to the Indiana State University athletics in 2011-12 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Yes 49.0% 75 
No 51.0% 78 
answered question 153 
skipped question 0 
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Table 72.  Overall percentage of Indiana State University former student-athletes that contributed 
to athletics in 2011-12 
I contributed to the Indiana State University athletics in 2011-12 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Yes 42.7% 103 
No 57.3% 138 
answered question 241 
skipped question 0 
 
Table 73.  Percentage of Drexel University former female student-athletes that contributed to 
athletics in 2011-12 
I contributed to the Drexel University athletics in 2011-12 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Yes 38.2% 26 
No 61.8% 42 
answered question 68 
skipped question 0 
 
Table 74.  Percentage of Drexel University former male student-athletes that contributed to 
athletics in 2011-12 
I contributed to the Drexel University athletics in 2011-12 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Yes 36.6% 79 
No 63.4% 137 
answered question 216 
skipped question 0 
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Table 75.  Overall percentage of Drexel University former student-athletes that contributed to 
athletics in 2011-12 
I contributed to the Drexel University athletics in 2011-12 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Yes 36.5% 111 
No 63.5% 193 
answered question 304 
skipped question 0 
 
Table 76.  Overall percentage of former female student-athletes that contributed to athletics in 
2011-12 
I contributed to athletics in 2011-12 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Yes 31.8% 87 
No 68.2% 187 
answered question 274 
 
Table 77.  Overall percentage of male former student-athletes that contributed to athletics in 
2011-12 
I contributed to athletics in 2011-12 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Yes 41.6% 246 
No 58.4% 346 
answered question 592 
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Table 78.  Overall percentage for former student-athletes that contributed to athletics in 2011-12 
I contributed to athletics in 2011-12 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Yes 38.2% 358 
No 61.8% 580 
answered question 938 
skipped question 0 
 
Amount of gifts made to athletics designation in 2011-12 
 Among former student-athletes that reported contributions to athletics in 2011-12, a 
majority 74.83% gave a gift between $1-$500 level (N=220).  The median gift from the former 
student-athlete was $200 (see Table 90). 
A higher number of male former student-athletes reported making donations of $501-
$1,000 (12.08% /N=25) and $1,001-$10,000 (16.91% /N=35) vs. female former student-athletes 
at $501-$1,000 (5.33% / N=4) and $1,001-$10,000 (5.33% /N=4) in 2011-12.  The median 
donation reported from the male former student-athlete was $250 vs. $100 from the female 
former student-athlete (see Tables 88 & 89). 
Male former student-athletes from Drexel University reported donation levels to athletics 
in 2011-12 at the $1,000 to $10,0000 level at a higher overall percentage (21.75% /N=15) vs. 
Temple University (14.71% /N=10) and Indiana State University (14.29% /N=10) (see Tables 
80, 83 & 86). 
Please note that only 31.3% (N=294) of the total participants in the study responded by 
providing an estimated donation amount in 2011-12 (see Table 90). 
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Table 79.  Number and percentage of annual contributions to Temple University athletics in 
2011-12 by former female student-athletes 
Temple University Former Female Student-Athlete 
Variable      Number (Total = 32) 
Percentage 
(100%) 
$1 - $500 27 84.38% 
$501 - $1,000 2 6.25% 
$1,001 - $10,000 2 6.25% 
Over $10,000 1 3.13% 
 
*the median gift from the Temple University Former Female Student-Athletes was $100 
*the average gift from the Temple University Former Female Student-Athlete was $1,831.56 
 
Table 80.  Number and percentage of annual contributions to Temple University athletics in 
2011-12 by former male student-athletes 
Temple University Former Male Student-Athlete 
Variable      Number (Total = 68) 
Percentage 
(100%) 
$1 - $500 49 72.06% 
$501 - $1,000 9 13.24% 
$1,001 - $10,000 10 14.71% 
Over $10,000 0 0.00% 
 
*the median gift from the Temple University Former Male Student-Athletes was $200 
*the average gift from the Temple University Former Male Student-Athlete was $670.38 
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Table 81.  Number and percentage of annual contributions to Temple University athletics in 
2011-12 
Temple University Former Student-Athlete 
Variable      Number (Total = 106) 
Percentage 
(100%) 
$1 - $500 81 76.42% 
$501 - $1,000 12 11.32% 
$1,001 - $10,000 12 11.32% 
Over $10,000 1 0.94% 
 
*the median gift from the Temple University Former Student-Athletes was $125 
*the average gift from the Temple University Former Student-Athlete was $997.37 
 
Table 82.  Number and percentage of annual contributions to Indiana State University athletics in 
2011-12 by former female student-athletes 
Indiana State Former Female Student-Athletes 
Variable      Number (Total = 22) 
Percentage 
(100%) 
$1 - $500 20 90.91% 
$501 - $1,000 1 4.55% 
$1,001 - $10,000 0 0.00% 
Over $10,000 1 4.55% 
 
*the median gift from the Indiana State University Former Female Student-Athletes was $100 
*the average gift from the Indiana State University Former Female Student-Athlete was 
$1,032.50 
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Table 83.  Number and percentage of annual contributions to Indiana State University athletics in 
2011-12 by former male student-athletes 
Indiana State Former Male Student-Athletes 
Variable      Number (Total = 70) 
Percentage 
(100%) 
$1 - $500 50 71.43% 
$501 - $1,000 9 12.86% 
$1,001 - $10,000 10 14.29% 
Over $10,000 1 1.43% 
 
*the median gift from the Indiana State University Former Male Student-Athletes was $250 
*the average gift from the Indiana State University Former Male Student-Athlete was $1,022.79 
 
Table 84.  Number and percentage of annual contributions to Indiana State University athletics in 
2011-12 
Indiana State Former Student-Athlete 
Variable      Number (Total = 96) 
Percentage 
(100%) 
$1 - $500 73 76.04% 
$501 - $1,000 10 10.42% 
$1,001 - $10,000 11 11.46% 
Over $10,000 2 2.08% 
 
*the median gift from the Indiana State University Former Student-Athletes was $200 
*the average gift from the Indiana State University Former Student-Athlete was $1,045.16 
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Table 85.  Number and percentage of annual contributions to Drexel University athletics in 
2011-12 by former female student-athletes 
Drexel Former Female Student-Athlete 
Variable      Number (Total = 21)       
Percentage 
(100%) 
$1 - $500 18 85.71% 
$501 - $1,000 1 4.76% 
$1,001 - $10,000 2 9.52% 
Over $10,000 0 0.00% 
 
*the median gift from the Drexel University Former Female Student-Athletes was $100 
*the average gift from the Drexel University Former Female Student-Athlete was $330.95 
 
Table 86.  Number and percentage of annual contributions to Drexel University athletics in 
2011-12 by former male student-athletes 
Drexel Former Male Student-Athlete 
Variable      Number (Total = 69)  
Percentage 
(100%) 
$1 - $500 47 68.12% 
$501 - $1,000 7 10.14% 
$1,001 - $10,000 15 21.74% 
Over $10,000 0 0.00% 
 
*the median gift from the Drexel University Former Male Student-Athlete was $250 
*the average gift from the Drexel University Former Male Student-Athlete was $1,122.03 
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Table 87.  Number and percentage of annual contributions to Drexel University athletics in 
2011-12 
Drexel Former Student-Athlete 
Variable      Number (Total = 92) 
Percentage 
(100%) 
$1 - $500 66 71.74% 
$501 - $1,000 8 8.70% 
$1,001 - $10,000 18 19.57% 
Over $10,000 0 0.00% 
 
*the median gift from the Drexel University Former Student-Athlete was $200 
*the average gift from the Drexel University Former Student-Athlete was $938.82 
 
Table 88.  Number and percentage of annual contributions to athletics by former female student-
athletes in 2011-12 
Former Female Student-Athlete 
Variable      Number (Total = 75)            
Percentage 
(100%) 
$1 - $500 65 86.67% 
$501 - $1,000 4 5.33% 
$1,001 - $10,000 4 5.33% 
Over $10,000 2 2.67% 
 
*the median gift from former female student-athlete was $100 
*the average gift from the former female student-athlete was $1,177 
 
 
 
 
EXAMINING FACTORS THAT INFLUENCE DONOR MOTIVATION 	  
	  
86	  
 
Table 89.  Number and percentage of annual contributions to athletics by former male student-
athletes in 2011-12 
Former Male Student-Athlete 
Variable      Number (Total = 207)           
Percentage 
(100%) 
$1 - $500 146 70.53% 
$501 - $1,000 25 12.08% 
$1,001 - $10,000 35 16.91% 
Over $10,000 1 0.50% 
 
*the median gift from former male student-athlete was $250 
*the average gift from former male student-athlete was $940.10 
 
Table 90.  Number and percentage of annual contributions to athletics by former student-athletes 
in 2011-12 
Former Student-Athlete 
Variable      Number (Total = 294)        
Percentage 
(100%) 
$1 - $500 220 74.83% 
$501 - $1,000 30 10.20% 
$1,001 - $10,000 41 13.95% 
Over $10,000 3 1.02% 
 
*the median gift from former student-athlete was $200 
*the average gift from the former student-athlete was $994.65 
 
Contributions to athletics in the last five years 
 Fifty nine percent of former student-athletes reported making a financial contribution to 
athletics in the last five years (N=556).  Sixty one percent of male former student-athletes  
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(N=366) vs. 54.7% (N=150) of former female student-athletes contributed to athletics in the past 
five years (see Tables 100, 101, & 102). 
 The highest percentage of respondents that indicated they made a contribution to athletics 
within the past five years was from Indiana State University’s male former student-athlete 
population with 69.9% (N=107) (see Table 95). 
 
Table 91.  Percentage of Temple University former female student-athletes made contributions to 
athletics in the last five years 
I have made a contribution to Temple University athletics within the last five years 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Yes 53.4% 70 
No 46.6% 61 
answered question 131 
skipped question 0 
 
Table 92.  Percentage of Temple University former male student-athletes made contributions to 
athletics in the last five years 
I have made a contribution to Temple University athletics within the last five years 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Yes 58.3% 130 
No 41.7% 93 
answered question 223 
skipped question 0 
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Table 93.  Overall percentage of Temple University former student-athletes made contributions 
to athletics in the last five years 
I have made a contribution to Temple University athletics within the last five years 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Yes 56.7% 223 
No 43.3% 170 
answered question 393 
skipped question 0 
 
Table 94.  Percentage of Indiana State University former female student-athletes made 
contributions to athletics in the last five years 
I have made a contribution to the Indiana State University athletics within the last five 
years 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Yes 52.0% 39 
No 48.0% 36 
answered question 75 
skipped question 0 
 
Table 95.  Percentage of Indiana State University former male student-athletes made 
contributions to athletics in the last five years 
I have made a contribution to the Indiana State University athletics within the last five 
years 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Yes 69.9% 107 
No 30.1% 46 
answered question 153 
skipped question 0 
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Table 96.  Overall percentage of Indiana State University former student-athletes made 
contributions to athletics in the last five years 
I have made a contribution to the Indiana State University athletics within the last five 
years 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Yes 63.9% 154 
No 36.1% 87 
answered question 241 
skipped question 0 
 
Table 97.  Percentage of Drexel University former female student-athletes made contributions to 
athletics in the last five years 
I have made a contribution to the Drexel University athletics within the last five years 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Yes 60.3% 41 
No 39.7% 27 
answered question 68 
skipped question 0 
 
Table 98.  Percentage of Drexel University former male student-athletes made contributions to 
athletics in the last five years 
I have made a contribution to the Drexel University athletics within the last five years 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Yes 59.7% 129 
No 40.3% 87 
answered question 216 
skipped question 0 
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Table 99.  Overall percentage of Drexel University former student-athletes made contributions to 
athletics in the last five years 
I have made a contribution to the Drexel University athletics within the last five years 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Yes 58.9% 179 
No 41.1% 125 
answered question 304 
skipped question 0 
 
Table 100.  Overall percentage of former female student-athletes made contributions to athletics 
in the last five years 
I have made a contribution to athletics within the last five years 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Yes 54.7% 150 
No 45.3% 124 
answered question 274 
 
Table 101.  Overall percentage of former male student-athletes made contributions to athletics in 
the last five years 
I have made a contribution to athletics within the last five years 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Yes 61.8% 366 
No 38.2% 226 
answered question 592 
 
 
 
 
EXAMINING FACTORS THAT INFLUENCE DONOR MOTIVATION 	  
	  
91	  
 
Table 102.  Overall percentage of former student-athletes made contributions to athletics in the 
last five years 
I have made a contribution to athletics within the last five years 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Yes 59.3% 556 
No 40.7% 382 
answered question 938 
skipped question 0 
 
Supporting the former student athlete’s athletic program when making financial contributions 
 The overwhelming majority of former student-athlete responded that they prefer to 
support their former athletics program by answering “Strongly Agree” (41.7% /N=361) or 
“Agree” with (35.1% /N=304).  A total of 72 respondents opted to skip this question (see Table 
114). 
 Females reported a slightly higher preference for supporting their former athletic program 
with combined “Strongly Agree” and “Agree” of 81% (N=222) vs. former male student-athletes 
with 74.8% (N=443) (see Tables 112 & 113). 
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Table 103.  Percentage of Temple University former female student-athletes who would support 
former athletics program 
If/when I give financially to Temple University athletics, I prefer to support my former 
athletics program 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 42.0% 55 
Agree 44.3% 58 
Neutral 10.7% 14 
Disagree 3.1% 4 
Strongly Disagree 0.0% 0 
answered question 131 
skipped question 0 
 
Table 104.  Percentage of Temple University former male student-athletes who would support 
former athletics program 
If/when I give financially to Temple University athletics, I prefer to support my former 
athletics program 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 43.9% 98 
Agree 29.1% 65 
Neutral 20.2% 45 
Disagree 4.9% 11 
Strongly Disagree 1.8% 4 
answered question 223 
skipped question 0 
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Table 105.  Overall percentage of Temple University former student-athletes who would support 
former athletics program 
If/when I give financially to Temple University athletics, I prefer to support my former 
athletics program 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 43.2% 153 
Agree 34.7% 123 
Neutral 16.7% 59 
Disagree 4.2% 15 
Strongly Disagree 1.1% 4 
answered question 354 
skipped question 39 
 
Table 106.  Percentage of Indiana State University former female student-athletes who would 
support former athletics program 
If/when I give financially to Indiana State University athletics, I prefer to support my 
former athletics program 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 32.0% 24 
Agree 32.0% 24 
Neutral 29.3% 22 
Disagree 5.3% 4 
Strongly Disagree 1.3% 1 
answered question 75 
skipped question 0 
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Table 107.  Percentage of Indiana State University former male student-athletes who would 
support former athletics program 
If/when I give financially to Indiana State University athletics, I prefer to support my 
former athletics program 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 47.1% 72 
Agree 38.6% 59 
Neutral 9.8% 15 
Disagree 3.3% 5 
Strongly Disagree 1.3% 2 
answered question 153 
skipped question 0 
 
Table 108.  Overall percentage of Indiana State University former student-athletes who would 
support former athletics program 
If/when I give financially to Indiana State University athletics, I prefer to support my 
former athletics program 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 42.1% 96 
Agree 36.4% 83 
Neutral 16.2% 37 
Disagree 3.9% 9 
Strongly Disagree 1.3% 3 
answered question 228 
skipped question 13 
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Table 109.  Percentage of Drexel University former female student-athletes who would support 
former athletics program 
If/when I give financially to Drexel University athletics, I prefer to support my former 
athletics program 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 50.0% 34 
Agree 39.7% 27 
Neutral 7.4% 5 
Disagree 2.9% 2 
Strongly Disagree 0.0% 0 
answered question 68 
skipped question 0 
 
Table 110.  Percentage of Drexel University former male student-athletes who would support 
former athletics program 
If/when I give financially to Drexel University athletics, I prefer to support my former 
athletics program 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 36.1% 78 
Agree 32.9% 71 
Neutral 21.3% 46 
Disagree 5.1% 11 
Strongly Disagree 4.6% 10 
answered question 216 
skipped question 0 
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Table 111.  Percentage of Drexel University former student-athletes who would support former 
athletics program 
If/when I give financially to Drexel University athletics, I prefer to support my former 
athletics program 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 39.4% 112 
Agree 34.5% 98 
Neutral 18.0% 51 
Disagree 4.6% 13 
Strongly Disagree 3.5% 10 
answered question 284 
skipped question 20 
 
Table 112.  Percentage of former female student-athletes who would support former athletics 
program 
If/when I give financially, I prefer to support my former athletics program 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 41.2% 113 
Agree 39.8% 109 
Neutral 15.0% 41 
Disagree 3.6% 10 
Strongly Disagree 0.4% 1 
answered question 274 
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Table 113.  Percentage of former male student-athletes who would support former athletics 
program 
If/when I give financially, I prefer to support my former athletics program 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 41.9% 248 
Agree 32.9% 195 
Neutral 17.9% 106 
Disagree 4.6% 27 
Strongly Disagree 2.7% 16 
answered question 592 
 
Table 114.  Overall percentage of former student-athletes who would support former athletics 
program 
If/when I give financially, I prefer to support my former athletics program 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 41.7% 361 
Agree 35.1% 304 
Neutral 17.0% 147 
Disagree 4.3% 37 
Strongly Disagree 2.0% 17 
answered question 866 
skipped question 72 
 
Amount of lifetime gifts made to the athletic 
 A majority 42.19% of overall responses for lifetime giving fell between the $1-$500 from 
the former student-athlete population (N=171).   Lifetime giving estimates between $1,001-
$10,000 was 31.53% (N=128); $501-$1,000 at 15.02% (N=61); and Over $10,000 at 11.33% 
(N=46).  The median lifetime gift to athletics from the former student-athlete population was 
$1,000 (see Table 126). 
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The overall lifetime giving estimates from the male former student-athlete population 
was significantly higher with 36.2% giving between $1-500 (N=107) and 49.15% over $10,000 
(N=39) vs. the female former student-athlete population with 61% between $1-$500 (N=100) 
and only 4% over $10,000 (N=4).  The median gift from the female former student-athlete was 
$500 vs. $1,000 from the male former student-athlete (see Tables 124 & 125). 
 The overall lifetime giving data indicates that the highest median lifetime giving for both 
the male, female and overall former student-athlete came from Indiana State University with 
Female=$500 (N=28); Male=$2,500 (N=84); and Overall=$1,500 (N=113) (see Tables 118, 119, 
& 120). 
It is important to note that only 43.3% (N=406) of respondents reported an approximate 
amount of their lifetime giving to athletics as part of the research study (see Table 127). 
 
Table 115.  Amount of lifetime contributions to Temple University athletics by percentage and 
number of respondents (Former Female Student-Athletes) 
Temple University Former Female Student-Athlete 
Variable      Number (Total = 35) 
Percentage 
(100%) 
$1 - $500 21 60.00% 
$501 - $1,000 5 14.29% 
$1,001 - $10,000 7 20.00% 
Over $10,000 2 5.71% 
*the median lifetime contribution from Temple University Former Female Student-Athlete was 
$375 
*the average lifetime contribution from the Temple University Former Female Student-Athlete 
was $4,400.71 
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Table 116.  Amount of lifetime contributions to Temple University athletics by percentage and 
number of respondents (Former Male Student-Athletes) 
Temple University Former Male Student-Athlete 
Variable      Number (Total = 102) 
Percentage 
(100%) 
$1 - $500 42 41.18% 
$501 - $1,000 14 13.73% 
$1,001 - $10,000 34 33.33% 
Over $10,000 12 11.76% 
*the median lifetime contribution from Temple University Former Male Student-Athlete was 
$1,000 
*the average lifetime contribution from the Temple University Former Male Student-Athlete was 
$5,585.53 
 
Table 117.  Amount of lifetime contributions to Temple University athletics by percentage and 
number of respondents (Former Female & Male Student-Athletes) 
Temple University Former Student-Athlete 
Variable      Number (Total = 145) 
Percentage 
(100%) 
$1 - $500 65 44.83% 
$501 - $1,000 22 15.17% 
$1,001 - $10,000 43 29.66% 
Over $10,000 15 10.34% 
*the median lifetime contribution from Temple University Former Student-Athlete was $1,000 
*the average lifetime contribution from the Temple University Former Student-Athlete was 
$5,144.13 
 
 
 
EXAMINING FACTORS THAT INFLUENCE DONOR MOTIVATION 	  
	  
100	  
 
Table 118.  Amount of lifetime contributions to Indiana State University athletics by percentage 
and number of respondents (Former Female Student-Athletes) 
Indiana State University Former Female Student-Athlete 
Variable      Number (Total = 28) 
Percentage 
(100%) 
$1 - $500 16 57.14% 
$501 - $1,000 7 25.00% 
$1,001 - $10,000 4 14.29% 
Over $10,000 1 3.57% 
*the median lifetime contribution from Indiana State University Former Female Student-Athlete 
was $500 
*the average lifetime contribution from the Indiana State University Former Female Student-
Athlete was $3,485.71 
 
Table 119.  Amount of lifetime contributions to Indiana State University athletics by percentage 
and number of respondents (Former Male Student-Athletes) 
Indiana State University Former Male Student-Athlete 
Variable      Number (Total = 84) 
Percentage 
(100%) 
$1 - $500 19 22.62% 
$501 - $1,000 12 14.29% 
$1,001 - $10,000 41 48.81% 
Over $10,000 12 14.29% 
*the median lifetime contribution from Indiana State University Former Male Student-Athlete 
was $2,500 
*the average lifetime contribution from the Indiana State University Former Male Student-
Athlete was $12,522.02 
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Table 120.  Amount of lifetime contributions to Indiana State University athletics by percentage 
and number of respondents (Former Female & Male Student-Athletes) 
Indiana State University Former Student-Athlete 
Variable      Number (Total = 113) 
Percentage 
(100%) 
$1 - $500 35 30.97% 
$501 - $1,000 19 16.81% 
$1,001 - $10,000 45 39.82% 
Over $10,000 14 12.39% 
*the median lifetime contribution from Indiana State University Former Student-Athlete was 
$1,500 
*the average lifetime contribution from the Indiana State University Former Student-Athlete was 
$10,304.87 
 
Table 121.  Amount of lifetime contributions to Drexel University athletics by percentage and 
number of respondents (Former Female Student-Athletes) 
Drexel University Former Female Student-Athlete 
Variable      Number (Total = 37) 
Percentage 
(100%) 
$1 - $500 24 64.86% 
$501 - $1,000 4 10.81% 
$1,001 - $10,000 8 21.62% 
Over $10,000 1 2.70% 
*the median lifetime contribution from Drexel University Former Female Student-Athlete was 
$400 
*the average lifetime contribution from the Drexel University Former Female Student-Athlete 
was $1,595.08 
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Table 122.  Amount of lifetime contributions to Drexel University athletics by percentage and 
number of respondents (Former Male Student-Athletes) 
Drexel University Former Male Student-Athlete 
Variable      Number (Total = 107) 
Percentage 
(100%) 
$1 - $500 46 42.99% 
$501 - $1,000 16 14.95% 
$1,001 - $10,000 30 28.04% 
Over $10,000 15 14.02% 
*the median lifetime contribution from Drexel University Former Male Student-Athlete was 
$1,000 
*the average lifetime contribution from the Drexel University Former Male Student-Athlete was 
$21,200 
 
Table 123.  Amount of lifetime contributions to Drexel University athletics by percentage and 
number of respondents (Former Female & Male Student-Athletes) 
Drexel University Former Student-Athlete 
Variable      Number (Total = 148) 
Percentage 
(100%) 
$1 - $500 71 47.97% 
$501 - $1,000 20 13.51% 
$1,001 - $10,000 40 27.03% 
Over $10,000 17 11.49% 
*the median lifetime contribution from Drexel University Former Student-Athlete was $700 
*the average lifetime contribution from the Drexel University Former Student-Athlete was 
$16,114.57 
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Table 124.  Amount of lifetime contributions to athletics by percentage and number of 
respondents (Former Female Student-Athletes) 
Former Female Student-Athlete 
Variable      Number (Total = 100) 
Percentage 
(100%) 
$1 - $500 61 61.00% 
$501 - $1,000 16 16.00% 
$1,001 - $10,000 19 19.00% 
Over $10,000 4 4.00% 
*the median lifetime contribution from the Former Female Student-Athlete was $500 
*the average lifetime contribution from the Former Female Student-Athlete was $3,106.80 
 
Table 125.  Amount of lifetime contributions to athletics by percentage and number of 
respondents (Former Male Student-Athletes) 
Former Male Student-Athlete 
Variable      Number (Total = 293) 
Percentage 
(100%) 
$1 - $500 107 36.52% 
$501 - $1,000 42 14.33% 
$1,001 - $10,000 105 35.84% 
Over $10,000 39 13.31% 
*the median lifetime contribution from the Former Male Student-Athlete was $1,000 
*the average lifetime contribution from the Former Male Student-Athlete was $13,276.36 
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Table 126.  Amount of lifetime contributions to athletics by percentage and number of 
respondents (Overall Former Student-Athletes) 
Former Student-Athlete 
Variable      Number (Total = 406) 
Percentage 
(100%) 
$1 - $500 171 42.19% 
$501 - $1,000 61 15.02% 
$1,001 - $10,000 128 31.53% 
Over $10,000 46 11.33% 
*the median lifetime contribution from the Former Student-Athlete was $1,000 
*the average lifetime contribution from the Former Student-Athlete was $10,579.57 
 
Supporting the University’s general fund when making financial decisions 
 A combined total of 22.9% (N=198) of former student-athletes responded with either 
“Agree” or “Strongly Agree” to whether they would support the University’s general fund if or 
when they make a financial decision.  Thirty-eight percent of both male and female former 
student-athletes indicated they were “Neutral” in their response (N=334).  The remaining 38.6% 
responded with a combined “Disagree” or “Strongly Disagree” response with supporting the 
University’s general fund when making a financial decision (N=334).  (see Table 138) 
 A higher percentage of former male student-athletes 24.5% (N=145) vs. 19.4% (N=53) of 
former female student-athletes who responded with “Agree” or “Strongly Agree” on whether the 
would support the University’s general fund when making a financial decision (see Tables 136 & 
137). 
 A lower combined response of “Agree” or “Strongly” agree on supporting the University 
general fund was obtained from Drexel University’s former female student-athletes at 14.7% 
(N=10) compared to Temple University 19.1% (N=25) and Indiana State University 24%  
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(N=18).  A higher combined response of “Agree” or “Strongly Agree” was obtained from the 
Drexel University former male student-athlete population with 32.9% (N=71) compared to 
Temple University 21.9% (N=49) and Indiana State University 16.3% (N=25) (see Tables 128, 
131, & 134). 
 
Table 127.  Percentage of Temple University former female student-athletes indicated if or when 
they make financial contributions they would support the University general fund 
If/when I give financially to Temple University, I prefer to support the general fund (e.g., 
academic programs / non-athletics) 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 6.1% 8 
Agree 13.0% 17 
Neutral 39.7% 52 
Disagree 26.0% 34 
Strongly Disagree 15.3% 20 
answered question 131 
skipped question 0 
 
Table 128.  Percentage of Temple University former male student-athletes indicated if or when 
they make financial contributions they would support the University general fund 
If/when I give financially to Temple University, I prefer to support the general fund (e.g., 
academic programs / non-athletics) 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 5.8% 13 
Agree 16.1% 36 
Neutral 43.0% 96 
Disagree 21.5% 48 
Strongly Disagree 13.5% 30 
answered question 223 
skipped question 0 
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Table 129.  Overall percentage of Temple University former student-athletes indicated if or when 
they make financial contributions they would support the University general fund 
If/when I give financially to Temple University, I prefer to support the general fund (e.g., 
academic programs / non-athletics) 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 5.9% 21 
Agree 15.0% 53 
Neutral 41.8% 148 
Disagree 23.2% 82 
Strongly Disagree 14.1% 50 
answered question 354 
skipped question 39 
 
Table 130.  Percentage of Indiana State University former female student-athletes indicated if or 
when they make financial contributions they would support the University general fund 
If/when I give financially to Indiana State University, I prefer to support the general fund 
(e.g., academic programs / non-athletics) 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 4.0% 3 
Agree 20.0% 15 
Neutral 38.7% 29 
Disagree 30.7% 23 
Strongly Disagree 6.7% 5 
answered question 75 
skipped question 0 
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Table 131.  Percentage of Indiana State University former male student-athletes indicated if or 
when they make financial contributions they would support the University general fund 
If/when I give financially to Indiana State University, I prefer to support the general fund 
(e.g., academic programs / non-athletics) 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 1.3% 2 
Agree 15.0% 23 
Neutral 39.2% 60 
Disagree 33.3% 51 
Strongly Disagree 11.1% 17 
answered question 153 
skipped question 0 
 
Table 132.  Overall percentage of Indiana State University former student-athletes indicated if or 
when they make financial contributions they would support the University general fund 
If/when I give financially to Indiana State University, I prefer to support the general fund 
(e.g., academic programs / non-athletics) 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 2.2% 5 
Agree 16.7% 38 
Neutral 39.0% 89 
Disagree 32.5% 74 
Strongly Disagree 9.6% 22 
answered question 228 
skipped question 13 
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Table 133.  Percentage of Drexel University former female student-athletes indicated if or when 
they make financial contributions they would support the University general fund 
If/when I give financially to Drexel University, I prefer to support the general fund (e.g., 
academic programs / non-athletics) 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 5.9% 4 
Agree 8.8% 6 
Neutral 36.8% 25 
Disagree 33.8% 23 
Strongly Disagree 14.7% 10 
answered question 68 
skipped question 0 
 
Table 134.  Percentage of Drexel University former male student-athletes indicated if or when 
they make financial contributions they would support the University general fund 
If/when I give financially to Drexel University, I prefer to support the general fund (e.g., 
academic programs / non-athletics) 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 10.2% 22 
Agree 22.7% 49 
Neutral 33.3% 72 
Disagree 24.5% 53 
Strongly Disagree 9.3% 20 
answered question 216 
skipped question 0 
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Table 135.  Overall percentage of Drexel University former student-athletes indicated if or when 
they make financial contributions they would support the University general fund 
If/when I give financially to Drexel University, I prefer to support the general fund (e.g., 
academic programs / non-athletics) 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 9.2% 26 
Agree 19.4% 55 
Neutral 34.2% 97 
Disagree 26.8% 76 
Strongly Disagree 10.6% 30 
answered question 284 
skipped question 20 
 
Table 136.  Overall percentage of former female student-athletes indicated if or when they make 
financial contributions they would support the University general fund 
If/when I give financially, I prefer to support the general fund (e.g., academic programs / 
non-athletics) 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 5.5% 15 
Agree 13.9% 38 
Neutral 38.7% 106 
Disagree 29.2% 80 
Strongly Disagree 12.8% 35 
answered question 274 
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Table 137.  Overall percentage of former male student-athletes indicated if or when they make 
financial contributions they would support the University general fund 
If/when I give financially, I prefer to support the general fund (e.g., academic programs / 
non-athletics) 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 6.3% 37 
Agree 18.2% 108 
Neutral 38.5% 228 
Disagree 25.7% 152 
Strongly Disagree 11.3% 67 
answered question 592 
 
Table 138.  Overall percentage of former student-athletes indicated if or when they make 
financial contributions they would support the University general fund 
If/when I give financially, I prefer to support the general fund (e.g., academic programs / 
non-athletics) 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 6.0% 52 
Agree 16.9% 146 
Neutral 38.6% 334 
Disagree 26.8% 232 
Strongly Disagree 11.8% 102 
answered question 866 
skipped question 72 
 
Supporting the University without preference when making financial contributions 
 A combined total of 12% (N=104) former male and female student-athletes responded 
that they have no preference on where their contribution is designated within the University.  
Twenty-four percent of respondents indicated they were “Neutral” (N=213).  The majority of the 
former student-athlete respondents answered “Disagree” 38.2% (N=331) or “Strongly Disagree” 
25.2% (N=218) with having no preference with their financial contribution (see Table 150). 
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Former female student-athletes appear to have more of a preference than former male 
student-athletes on where their donation is designated when making a financial contribution to 
the University (see Tables 148 & 149).  This data relates to Table 64 & 65 in which former 
female student-athletes contributed to the General Fund 24.1% vs. former male student-athletes 
with 36.8%.  Additionally, former female student-athletes indicated they would prefer to support 
their former athletics program by responding with a combined 81% of “Agree” and “Strongly” 
agree vs. a combined 74.8% “Agree” and “Strongly Agree” from former male student-athletes 
(see Tables 112 & 113). 
 Only one (1) former female student-athlete (1.5%) from Drexel University responded that 
they “Agree” or “Strongly Agree” with having no preference on where their contribution is 
given.  Other male and female responses were consistent with overall percentages from the 
former student-athlete population data (see Table 145). 
 
Table 139.  Percentage of Temple University former female student-athletes who would support 
the University without specifically designating their gift 
If/when I give financially to Temple University, I will have no preferences where my 
contributions are given at Temple 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 4.6% 6 
Agree 5.3% 7 
Neutral 25.2% 33 
Disagree 42.7% 56 
Strongly Disagree 22.1% 29 
answered question 131 
skipped question 0 
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Table 140.  Percentage of Temple University former male student-athletes who would support 
the University without specifically designating their gift 
If/when I give financially to Temple University, I will have no preferences where my 
contributions are given at Temple 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 1.8% 4 
Agree 11.7% 26 
Neutral 24.7% 55 
Disagree 32.3% 72 
Strongly Disagree 29.6% 66 
answered question 223 
skipped question 0 
 
Table 141.  Overall percentage of Temple University former student-athletes who would support 
the University without specifically designating their gift 
If/when I give financially to Temple University, I will have no preferences where my 
contributions are given at Temple 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 2.8% 10 
Agree 9.3% 33 
Neutral 24.9% 88 
Disagree 36.2% 128 
Strongly Disagree 26.8% 95 
answered question 354 
skipped question 39 
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Table 142.  Percentage of Indiana State University former female student-athletes who would 
support the University without specifically designating their gift 
If/when I give financially to Indiana State University, I will have no preferences where 
my contributions are given at Indiana State 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 2.7% 2 
Agree 10.7% 8 
Neutral 18.7% 14 
Disagree 44.0% 33 
Strongly Disagree 24.0% 18 
answered question 75 
skipped question 0 
 
Table 143.  Percentage of Indiana State University former male student-athletes who would 
support the University without specifically designating their gift 
If/when I give financially to Indiana State University, I will have no preferences where 
my contributions are given at Indiana State 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 0.7% 1 
Agree 9.2% 14 
Neutral 21.6% 33 
Disagree 43.1% 66 
Strongly Disagree 25.5% 39 
answered question 153 
skipped question 0 
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Table 144.  Overall Percentage of Indiana State University former student-athletes who would 
support the University without specifically designating their gift 
If/when I give financially to Indiana State University, I will have no preferences where 
my contributions are given at Indiana State 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 1.3% 3 
Agree 9.6% 22 
Neutral 20.6% 47 
Disagree 43.4% 99 
Strongly Disagree 25.0% 57 
answered question 228 
skipped question 13 
 
Table 145.  Percentage of Drexel University former female student-athletes who would support 
the University without specifically designating their gift 
If/when I give financially to Drexel University, I will have no preferences where my 
contributions are given at Drexel 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 1.5% 1 
Agree 0.0% 0 
Neutral 32.4% 22 
Disagree 38.2% 26 
Strongly Disagree 27.9% 19 
answered question 68 
skipped question 0 
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Table 146.  Percentage of Drexel University former male student-athletes who would support the 
University without specifically designating their gift 
If/when I give financially to Drexel University, I will have no preferences where my 
contributions are given at Drexel 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 3.7% 8 
Agree 12.5% 27 
Neutral 25.9% 56 
Disagree 36.1% 78 
Strongly Disagree 21.8% 47 
answered question 216 
skipped question 0 
 
Table 147.  Overall percentage of Drexel University former student-athletes who would support 
the University without specifically designating their gift 
If/when I give financially to Drexel University, I will have no preferences where my 
contributions are given at Drexel 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 3.2% 9 
Agree 9.5% 27 
Neutral 27.5% 78 
Disagree 36.6% 104 
Strongly Disagree 23.2% 66 
answered question 284 
skipped question 20 
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Table 148.  Overall percentage of former female student-athletes who would support the 
University without specifically designating their gift 
If/when I give financially, I will have no preferences where my contributions are given 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 3.3% 9 
Agree 5.5% 15 
Neutral 25.2% 69 
Disagree 42.0% 115 
Strongly Disagree 24.1% 66 
answered question 273 
 
Table 149.  Overall percentage of former male student-athletes who would support the 
University without specifically designating their gift 
If/when I give financially, I will have no preferences where my contributions are given 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 2.2% 13 
Agree 11.3% 67 
Neutral 24.3% 144 
Disagree 36.5% 216 
Strongly Disagree 25.7% 152 
answered question 592 
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Table 150.  Overall percentage of former student-athletes who would support the University 
without specifically designating their gift 
If/when I give financially, I will have no preferences where my contributions are given 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 2.5% 22 
Agree 9.5% 82 
Neutral 24.6% 213 
Disagree 38.2% 331 
Strongly Disagree 25.2% 218 
answered question 866 
skipped question 72 
 
Benefit  
 A combined total of 17.5% (N=151) of former student-athletes responded with “Agree” 
and “Strongly Agree” to whether the benefit received played a factor into their donation process 
this past year (see Table 162). 
 A slightly higher percentage of former male student-athletes (18.4% /N=109) vs. former 
female student-athletes (15.3% /N=42) responded with “Agree” and “Strongly Agree” to whether 
the benefit played a factor in their donation decision last year (see Tables 160 & 161). 
Former Male Student-Athletes at Temple University responded with the highest 
percentage of “Strongly Agree” with 6.7% (N=15) and combined “Agree” / “Strongly Agree” 
with 20.6% (N=46) to whether the benefit played a factor.  Former female student-athletes at 
Temple University also responded with the highest percentage of “Strongly Agree” at 4.6% 
(N=6) and combined “Agree” / “Strongly Agree” at 18.3% (N=24) (see Tables 151 & 152). 
The importance of the benefit to both former male and female former student-athletes 
increased from Non-Football Playing (Drexel University / 14.8%) to Football Championship  
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Subdivision (Indiana State University / 17.2%) to Bowl Championship Subdivision (Temple 
University / 19.7%) (see Tables 153, 156, & 159). 
 
Table 151.  Percentage of Temple University former female student-athletes that indicated that 
the benefit received played a factor in their donation decision 
The benefit I receive for my annual athletics contribution played a factor into whether I 
made a donation this past year (tickets, apparel, etc.) 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 4.6% 6 
Agree 13.7% 18 
Neutral 35.9% 47 
Disagree 29.8% 39 
Strongly Disagree 16.0% 21 
answered question 131 
skipped question 0 
 
Table 152.  Percentage of Temple University former male student-athletes that indicated that the 
benefit received played a factor in their donation decision 
The benefit I receive for my annual athletics contribution played a factor into whether I 
made a donation this past year (tickets, apparel, etc.) 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 6.7% 15 
Agree 13.9% 31 
Neutral 37.7% 84 
Disagree 29.1% 65 
Strongly Disagree 12.6% 28 
answered question 223 
skipped question 0 
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Table 153.  Overall percentage of Temple University former student-athletes that indicated that 
the benefit received played a factor in their donation decision 
The benefit I receive for my annual athletics contribution played a factor into whether I 
made a donation this past year (tickets, apparel, etc.) 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 5.9% 21 
Agree 13.8% 49 
Neutral 37.0% 131 
Disagree 29.4% 104 
Strongly Disagree 13.8% 49 
answered question 354 
skipped question 39 
 
Table 154.  Percentage of Indiana State University former female student-athletes that indicated 
that the benefit received played a factor in their donation decision 
The benefit I receive for my annual athletics contribution played a factor into whether I 
made a donation this past year (tickets, apparel, etc.) 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 0.0% 0 
Agree 12.0% 9 
Neutral 40.0% 30 
Disagree 33.3% 25 
Strongly Disagree 14.7% 11 
answered question 75 
skipped question 0 
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Table 155.  Percentage of Indiana State University former male student-athletes that indicated 
that the benefit received played a factor in their donation decision 
The benefit I receive for my annual athletics contribution played a factor into whether I 
made a donation this past year (tickets, apparel, etc.) 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 2.6% 4 
Agree 17.0% 26 
Neutral 38.6% 59 
Disagree 29.4% 45 
Strongly Disagree 12.4% 19 
answered question 153 
skipped question 0 
 
Table 156.  Overall percentage of Indiana State University former student-athletes that indicated 
that the benefit received played a factor in their donation decision 
The benefit I receive for my annual athletics contribution played a factor into whether I 
made a donation this past year (tickets, apparel, etc.) 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 1.8% 4 
Agree 15.4% 35 
Neutral 39.0% 89 
Disagree 30.7% 70 
Strongly Disagree 13.2% 30 
answered question 228 
skipped question 13 
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Table 157.  Percentage of Drexel University former female student-athletes that indicated that 
the benefit received played a factor in their donation decision 
The benefit I receive for my annual athletics contribution played a factor into whether I 
made a donation this past year (tickets, apparel, etc.) 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 5.9% 4 
Agree 7.4% 5 
Neutral 36.8% 25 
Disagree 35.3% 24 
Strongly Disagree 14.7% 10 
answered question 68 
skipped question 0 
 
Table 158.  Percentage of Drexel University former male student-athletes that indicated that the 
benefit received played a factor in their donation decision 
The benefit I receive for my annual athletics contribution played a factor into whether I 
made a donation this past year (tickets, apparel, etc.) 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 3.2% 7 
Agree 12.0% 26 
Neutral 41.7% 90 
Disagree 30.1% 65 
Strongly Disagree 13.0% 28 
answered question 216 
skipped question 0 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
EXAMINING FACTORS THAT INFLUENCE DONOR MOTIVATION 	  
	  
122	  
 
Table 159.  Overall percentage of Drexel University former student-athletes that indicated that 
the benefit received played a factor in their donation decision 
The benefit I receive for my annual athletics contribution played a factor into whether I 
made a donation this past year (tickets, apparel, etc.) 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 3.9% 11 
Agree 10.9% 31 
Neutral 40.5% 115 
Disagree 31.3% 89 
Strongly Disagree 13.4% 38 
answered question 284 
skipped question 20 
 
Table 160.  Overall percentage of former female student-athletes that indicated that the benefit 
received played a factor in their donation decision 
The benefit I receive for my annual athletics contribution played a factor into whether I 
made a donation this past year (tickets, apparel, etc.) 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 3.6% 10 
Agree 11.7% 32 
Neutral 37.2% 102 
Disagree 32.1% 88 
Strongly Disagree 15.3% 42 
answered question 274 
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Table 161.  Overall percentage of former male student-athletes that indicated that the benefit 
received played a factor in their donation decision 
The benefit I receive for my annual athletics contribution played a factor into whether I 
made a donation this past year (tickets, apparel, etc.) 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 4.4% 26 
Agree 14.0% 83 
Neutral 39.4% 233 
Disagree 29.6% 175 
Strongly Disagree 12.7% 75 
answered question 592 
 
Table 162.  Overall percentage of former student-athletes that indicated that the benefit received 
played a factor in their donation decision 
The benefit I receive for my annual athletics contribution played a factor into whether I 
made a donation this past year (tickets, apparel, etc.) 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 4.2% 36 
Agree 13.3% 115 
Neutral 38.7% 335 
Disagree 30.4% 263 
Strongly Disagree 13.5% 117 
answered question 866 
skipped question 72 
 
Relationship and Impact on Fundraising 
Former Teammates 
 The majority of former student-athletes maintain relationships with former teammates 
with 26.5% responding with “Strongly Agree” (N=249) and 32.2% “Agree” (N=302).  Eighteen 
percent responded “Neutral” (N=155).  Fewer former student-athletes answered with “Disagree” 
16.5% (N=155) or “Strongly Disagree” 5.9% (N=55) (see Table 174). 
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Former female student-athletes responded with a slightly higher response rate of “Agree” 
36.9% (N=101) and “Strongly Agree” 29.9% (N=82) vs. former male student-athletes that 
answered “Agree” 30.2% (N=179) and “Strongly Agree” 25.2% (N=149) with maintaining 
relationships with former teammates (see Tables 172 & 173). 
 Temple University former female student-athletes responded with a combined “Agree” 
and “Strongly Agree” response to maintaining relationships with former teammates with 68% 
(N=89).  Indiana State University former female student-athletes responded with a combined 
66.6% (N=50).  Drexel University former female student-athletes indicated that 64.7% (N=44) 
maintained relationships with former teammates (see Tables 163, 166, & 169). 
 Former male student-athletes maintaining relationship with teammates varied from 59.2% 
(N=132) at Temple University, 59.5% (N=91) at Indiana State University, to 48.6% (N=105) at 
Drexel University (see Tables 164, 167, & 170). 
 
Table 163.  Maintain relationship with former teammates (Temple University Female Student-
Athletes) 
I maintain relationships with my former Temple teammates 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 29.8% 39 
Agree 38.2% 50 
Neutral 13.7% 18 
Disagree 13.0% 17 
Strongly Disagree 5.3% 7 
answered question 131 
skipped question 0 
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Table 164.  Maintain relationship with former teammates (Temple University Male Student-
Athletes) 
I maintain relationships with my former Temple teammates 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 26.9% 60 
Agree 32.3% 72 
Neutral 17.0% 38 
Disagree 17.9% 40 
Strongly Disagree 5.8% 13 
answered question 223 
skipped question 0 
 
Table 165.  Maintain relationship with former teammates (Temple University Female and Male 
Student-Athletes) 
I maintain relationships with my former Temple teammates 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 27.5% 108 
Agree 33.6% 132 
Neutral 17.6% 69 
Disagree 16.0% 63 
Strongly Disagree 5.3% 21 
answered question 393 
skipped question 0 
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Table 166.  Maintain relationship with former teammates (Indiana State University Female 
Student-Athletes) 
I maintain relationships with my former Indiana State teammates 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 25.3% 19 
Agree 41.3% 31 
Neutral 16.0% 12 
Disagree 14.7% 11 
Strongly Disagree 2.7% 2 
answered question 75 
skipped question 0 
 
Table 167.  Maintain relationship with former teammates (Indiana State University Male 
Student-Athletes) 
I maintain relationships with my former Indiana State teammates 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 28.1% 43 
Agree 31.4% 48 
Neutral 24.2% 37 
Disagree 12.4% 19 
Strongly Disagree 3.9% 6 
answered question 153 
skipped question 0 
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Table 168.  Maintain relationship with former teammates (Indiana State University Female and 
Male Student-Athletes) 
I maintain relationships with my former Indiana State teammates 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 27.8% 67 
Agree 35.3% 85 
Neutral 21.2% 51 
Disagree 12.4% 30 
Strongly Disagree 3.3% 8 
answered question 241 
skipped question 0 
 
Table 169.  Maintain relationship with former teammates (Drexel University Female Student-
Athletes) 
I maintain relationships with my former Drexel teammates 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 35.3% 24 
Agree 29.4% 20 
Neutral 13.2% 9 
Disagree 13.2% 9 
Strongly Disagree 8.8% 6 
answered question 68 
skipped question 0 
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Table 170.  Maintain relationship with former teammates (Drexel University Male Student-
Athletes) 
I maintain relationships with my former Drexel teammates 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 21.3% 46 
Agree 27.3% 59 
Neutral 22.2% 48 
Disagree 21.3% 46 
Strongly Disagree 7.9% 17 
answered question 216 
skipped question 0 
 
Table 171.  Maintain relationship with former teammates (Drexel University Female and Male 
Student-Athletes) 
I maintain relationships with my former Drexel teammates 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 24.3% 74 
Agree 28.0% 85 
Neutral 18.8% 57 
Disagree 20.4% 62 
Strongly Disagree 8.6% 26 
answered question 304 
skipped question 0 
 
Table 172.  Maintain relationships with former teammates (Female Former Student-Athletes) 
I maintain relationships with my former teammates 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 29.9% 82 
Agree 36.9% 101 
Neutral 14.2% 39 
Disagree 13.5% 37 
Strongly Disagree 5.5% 15 
answered question 274 
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Table 173.  Maintain relationships with former teammates (Male Former Student-Athletes) 
I maintain relationships with my former teammates 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 25.2% 149 
Agree 30.2% 179 
Neutral 20.8% 123 
Disagree 17.7% 105 
Strongly Disagree 6.1% 36 
answered question 592 
 
Table 174.  Maintain relationships with former teammates (Male & Female Former Student-
Athletes) 
I maintain relationships with my former teammates 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 26.5% 249 
Agree 32.2% 302 
Neutral 18.9% 177 
Disagree 16.5% 155 
Strongly Disagree 5.9% 55 
answered question 938 
skipped question 0 
 
Former Coach 
 A total of 13.4% (N=126) of former student-athletes reported “Strongly Agree” and 
17.4% “Agree” (N=163) that they maintain a relationship with their former coach.  Twenty-two 
percent indicated that they are “Neutral” in their relationship with their former coach (N=207).  
Forty-seven percent answered wither “Disagree” 27.1% (N=254) or “Strongly Disagree” 20% 
(N=188) (see Table 186). 
 The number of former student-athletes that reported maintaining the relationship with 
their former coach was higher at Indiana State University with 18.3% “Strongly Agree” (N=44)  
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and 19.9% “Agree” (N=48).  Former male student-athletes at Indiana State University responded 
with the highest percentage of “Strongly Agree” 19% (N=29) and “Agree” 22.2% (N=34) (see 
Tables 179 & 180). 
 
Table 175.  Maintain relationship with former coach (Temple University Female Former 
Student-Athletes) 
I maintain relationships with my former coach at Temple University 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 12.2% 16 
Agree 20.6% 27 
Neutral 21.4% 28 
Disagree 22.1% 29 
Strongly Disagree 23.7% 31 
answered question 131 
skipped question 0 
 
Table 176.  Maintain relationship with former coach (Temple University Male Former Student-
Athletes) 
I maintain relationships with my former coach at Temple University 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 14.3% 32 
Agree 17.5% 39 
Neutral 20.6% 46 
Disagree 26.5% 59 
Strongly Disagree 21.1% 47 
answered question 223 
skipped question 0 
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Table 177.  Maintain relationship with former coach (Temple University Female and Male 
Former Student-Athletes) 
I maintain relationships with my former coach at Temple University 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 14.2% 56 
Agree 17.6% 69 
Neutral 21.4% 84 
Disagree 24.7% 97 
Strongly Disagree 22.1% 87 
answered question 393 
skipped question 0 
 
Table 178.  Maintain relationship with former coach (Indiana State University Female Former 
Student-Athletes) 
I maintain relationships with my former coach at Indiana State University 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 16.0% 12 
Agree 14.7% 11 
Neutral 21.3% 16 
Disagree 32.0% 24 
Strongly Disagree 16.0% 12 
answered question 75 
skipped question 0 
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Table 179.  Maintain relationship with former coach (Indiana State University Male Former 
Student-Athletes) 
I maintain relationships with my former coach at Indiana State University 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 19.0% 29 
Agree 22.2% 34 
Neutral 24.2% 37 
Disagree 19.6% 30 
Strongly Disagree 15.0% 23 
answered question 153 
skipped question 0 
 
Table 180.  Maintain relationship with former coach (Indiana State University Female and Male 
Former Student-Athletes) 
I maintain relationships with my former coach at Indiana State University 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 18.3% 44 
Agree 19.9% 48 
Neutral 22.4% 54 
Disagree 24.1% 58 
Strongly Disagree 15.4% 37 
answered question 241 
skipped question 0 
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Table 181.  Maintain relationship with former coach (Drexel University Female Former Student-
Athletes) 
I maintain relationships with my former coach at Drexel University 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 8.8% 6 
Agree 22.1% 15 
Neutral 16.2% 11 
Disagree 30.9% 21 
Strongly Disagree 22.1% 15 
answered question 68 
skipped question 0 
 
Table 182.  Maintain relationship with former coach (Drexel University Male Former Student-
Athletes) 
I maintain relationships with my former coach at Drexel University 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 8.8% 19 
Agree 13.4% 29 
Neutral 25.0% 54 
Disagree 33.3% 72 
Strongly Disagree 19.4% 42 
answered question 216 
skipped question 0 
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Table 183.  Maintain relationship with former coach (Drexel University Female and Male 
Former Student-Athletes) 
I maintain relationships with my former coach at Drexel University 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 8.6% 26 
Agree 15.1% 46 
Neutral 22.7% 69 
Disagree 32.6% 99 
Strongly Disagree 21.1% 64 
answered question 304 
skipped question 0 
 
Table 184.  Maintain relationship with former coach (Female Student-Athletes) 
I maintain relationships with my former coach 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 12.4% 34 
Agree 19.3% 53 
Neutral 20.1% 55 
Disagree 27.0% 74 
Strongly Disagree 21.2% 58 
answered question 274 
 
Table 185.  Maintain relationship with former coach (Male Former Student-Athletes) 
I maintain relationships with my former coach 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 13.5% 80 
Agree 17.2% 102 
Neutral 23.1% 137 
Disagree 27.2% 161 
Strongly Disagree 18.9% 112 
answered question 592 
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Table 186.  Maintain relationship with former coach (Female and Male Former Student-Athletes) 
I maintain relationships with my former coach 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 13.4% 126 
Agree 17.4% 163 
Neutral 22.1% 207 
Disagree 27.1% 254 
Strongly Disagree 20.0% 188 
answered question 938 
skipped question 0 
 
Current Coach 
A total of 10.5% (N=91) of former student-athletes reported “Strongly Agree” and 19.5% 
“Agree” (N=168) that they maintain a relationship with the current coach of the sport in which 
they participated.  Twenty percent indicated that they are “Neutral” in their relationship with 
current coach (N=175).  Twenty-nine percent answered wither “Disagree” (N=254) or “Strongly 
Disagree” 20.3% (N=175).  A total number of 72 respondents did not answer this question (see 
Table 198). 
 The number of former student-athletes that reported maintaining the relationship with 
their current coach was highest among former female student-athletes at Temple University with 
9.9% reporting “Strongly Agree” (N=13) and 25.2% “Agree” (N=33).  Former male student-
athletes at Indiana State University responded with the highest percentage of “Strongly Agree” 
13.1% (N=20) and “Agree” 22.2% (N=34) (see Tables 187 & 191). 
 
 
 
 
EXAMINING FACTORS THAT INFLUENCE DONOR MOTIVATION 	  
	  
136	  
 
Table 187.  Relationship with Current Coach (Temple University Former Female Student-
Athletes) 
I have a relationship with the current coach of the sport in which I participated 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 9.9% 13 
Agree 25.2% 33 
Neutral 21.4% 28 
Disagree 24.4% 32 
Strongly Disagree 19.1% 25 
answered question 131 
skipped question 0 
 
Table 188.  Relationship with Current Coach (Temple University Former Male Student-Athletes) 
I have a relationship with the current coach of the sport in which I participated 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 10.8% 24 
Agree 14.9% 33 
Neutral 18.0% 40 
Disagree 33.8% 75 
Strongly Disagree 22.5% 50 
answered question 222 
skipped question 1 
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Table 189.  Relationship with Current Coach (Temple University Former Female and Male 
Student-Athletes) 
I have a relationship with the current coach of the sport in which I participated 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 10.5% 37 
Agree 18.7% 66 
Neutral 19.3% 68 
Disagree 30.3% 107 
Strongly Disagree 21.2% 75 
answered question 353 
skipped question 40 
 
Table 190.  Relationship with Current Coach (Indiana State University Former Female Student-
Athletes) 
I have a relationship with the current coach of the sport in which I participated 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 13.3% 10 
Agree 16.0% 12 
Neutral 17.3% 13 
Disagree 34.7% 26 
Strongly Disagree 18.7% 14 
answered question 75 
skipped question 0 
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Table 191.  Relationship with Current Coach (Indiana State University Former Male Student-
Athletes) 
I have a relationship with the current coach of the sport in which I participated 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 13.1% 20 
Agree 22.2% 34 
Neutral 25.5% 39 
Disagree 19.0% 29 
Strongly Disagree 20.3% 31 
answered question 153 
skipped question 0 
 
Table 192.  Relationship with Current Coach (Indiana State University Former Female and Male 
Student-Athletes) 
I have a relationship with the current coach of the sport in which I participated 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 13.2% 30 
Agree 20.2% 46 
Neutral 22.8% 52 
Disagree 24.1% 55 
Strongly Disagree 19.7% 45 
answered question 228 
skipped question 13 
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Table 193.  Relationship with Current Coach (Drexel University Former Female Student-
Athletes) 
I have a relationship with the current coach of the sport in which I participated 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 11.8% 8 
Agree 25.0% 17 
Neutral 20.6% 14 
Disagree 29.4% 20 
Strongly Disagree 13.2% 9 
answered question 68 
skipped question 0 
 
Table 194.  Relationship with Current Coach (Drexel University Former Male Student-Athletes) 
I have a relationship with the current coach of the sport in which I participated 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 7.5% 16 
Agree 18.2% 39 
Neutral 19.2% 41 
Disagree 33.6% 72 
Strongly Disagree 21.5% 46 
answered question 214 
skipped question 2 
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Table 195.  Relationship with Current Coach (Drexel University Former Female and Male 
Student-Athletes) 
I have a relationship with the current coach of the sport in which I participated 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 8.5% 24 
Agree 19.9% 56 
Neutral 19.5% 55 
Disagree 32.6% 92 
Strongly Disagree 19.5% 55 
answered question 282 
skipped question 22 
 
Table 196.  Relationship with Current Coach (Former Female Student-Athletes) 
I have a relationship with the current coach of the sport in which I participated 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 11.3% 31 
Agree 22.6% 62 
Neutral 20.1% 55 
Disagree 28.5% 78 
Strongly Disagree 17.5% 48 
answered question 274 
 
Table 197.  Relationship with Current Coach (Former Male Student-Athletes) 
I have a relationship with the current coach of the sport in which I participated 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 10.2% 60 
Agree 18.0% 106 
Neutral 20.4% 120 
Disagree 29.9% 176 
Strongly Disagree 21.6% 127 
answered question 589 
skipped question 3 
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Table 198.  Relationship with Current Coach (Former Female and Male Student-Athletes) 
I have a relationship with the current coach of the sport in which I participated 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 10.5% 91 
Agree 19.5% 168 
Neutral 20.3% 175 
Disagree 29.4% 254 
Strongly Disagree 20.3% 175 
answered question 863 
skipped question 75 
 
Athletics Director 
 A total of 4.5% (N=39) of former student-athletes reported “Strongly Agree” that they 
have a relationship with the Athletics Director of their alma mater.  Ten percent (N=86) reported 
that they “Agree” they have a relationship with the Athletics Director.  Twenty percent (N=175) 
were “Neutral” in their relationship.  A total of 36.3% (N=314) reported “Disagree” and 29.1% 
(N=252) “Strongly Agree” whether they have a relationship with the Athletics Director (see 
Table 210). 
 
Table 199.  Relationship with Athletics Director (Temple University Former Female Student-
Athletes) 
I have a relationship with the athletics director 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 1.5% 2 
Agree 10.7% 14 
Neutral 14.5% 19 
Disagree 34.4% 45 
Strongly Disagree 38.9% 51 
answered question 131 
skipped question 0 
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Table 200.  Relationship with Athletics Director (Temple University Former Male Student-
Athletes) 
I have a relationship with the athletics director 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 5.4% 12 
Agree 7.2% 16 
Neutral 18.8% 42 
Disagree 38.6% 86 
Strongly Disagree 30.0% 67 
answered question 223 
skipped question 0 
 
Table 201.  Relationship with Athletics Director (Temple University Former Female and Male 
Student-Athletes) 
I have a relationship with the athletics director 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 4.0% 14 
Agree 8.5% 30 
Neutral 17.2% 61 
Disagree 37.0% 131 
Strongly Disagree 33.3% 118 
answered question 354 
skipped question 39 
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Table 202.  Relationship with Athletics Director (Indiana State University Former Female 
Student-Athletes) 
I have a relationship with the athletics director 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 5.3% 4 
Agree 9.3% 7 
Neutral 24.0% 18 
Disagree 37.3% 28 
Strongly Disagree 24.0% 18 
answered question 75 
skipped question 0 
 
Table 203.  Relationship with Athletics Director (Indiana State University Former Male Student-
Athletes) 
I have a relationship with the athletics director 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 5.9% 9 
Agree 9.8% 15 
Neutral 21.6% 33 
Disagree 35.3% 54 
Strongly Disagree 27.5% 42 
answered question 153 
skipped question 0 
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Table 204.  Relationship with Athletics Director (Indiana State University Former Female and 
Male Student-Athletes) 
I have a relationship with the athletics director 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 5.7% 13 
Agree 9.6% 22 
Neutral 22.4% 51 
Disagree 36.0% 82 
Strongly Disagree 26.3% 60 
answered question 228 
skipped question 13 
 
Table 205.  Relationship with Athletics Director (Drexel University Former Female Student-
Athletes) 
I have a relationship with the athletics director 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 0.0% 0 
Agree 20.6% 14 
Neutral 22.1% 15 
Disagree 36.8% 25 
Strongly Disagree 20.6% 14 
answered question 68 
skipped question 0 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
EXAMINING FACTORS THAT INFLUENCE DONOR MOTIVATION 	  
	  
145	  
 
Table 206.  Relationship with Athletics Director (Drexel University Former Male Student-
Athletes) 
I have a relationship with the athletics director 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 5.6% 12 
Agree 9.3% 20 
Neutral 22.2% 48 
Disagree 35.2% 76 
Strongly Disagree 27.8% 60 
answered question 216 
skipped question 0 
 
Table 207.  Relationship with Athletics Director (Drexel University Former Female and Male 
Student-Athletes) 
I have a relationship with the athletics director 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 4.2% 12 
Agree 12.0% 34 
Neutral 22.2% 63 
Disagree 35.6% 101 
Strongly Disagree 26.1% 74 
answered question 284 
skipped question 20 
 
Table 208.  Relationship with Athletics Director (Former Female Student-Athletes) 
I have a relationship with the athletics director 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 2.2% 6 
Agree 12.8% 35 
Neutral 19.0% 52 
Disagree 35.8% 98 
Strongly Disagree 30.3% 83 
answered question 274 
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Table 209.  Relationship with Athletics Director (Former Male Student-Athletes) 
I have a relationship with the athletics director 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 5.6% 33 
Agree 8.6% 51 
Neutral 20.8% 123 
Disagree 36.5% 216 
Strongly Disagree 28.5% 169 
answered question 592 
 
Table 210.  Relationship with Athletics Director (Former Female & Male Student-Athletes) 
I have a relationship with the athletics director 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 4.5% 39 
Agree 10.0% 86 
Neutral 20.2% 175 
Disagree 36.3% 314 
Strongly Disagree 29.1% 252 
answered question 866 
skipped question 72 
 
Athletics Fundraiser 
 A total of 2.7% (N=23) of former student-athletes reported “Strongly Agree” that they 
have a relationship with their institution’s athletic fundraising contact.  Nine percent responded 
“Agree” (N=84) and 19.9% (N=172) “Neutral” to the relationship status.  Thirty-nine percent 
reported that they “Disagree” with 28.6% “Strongly Disagree” (see Table 222). 
 Former male student-athletes reported a higher percentage of combined “Strongly Agree” 
/ “Agree” / “Neutral” responses at 35.1% (N=208) vs. 25.9% (N=71) of former female student-
athletes (see Tables 220 & 221). 
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Table 211.  Relationship with Athletics Fundraiser (Temple University Former Female Student-
Athletes) 
I have a relationship with the athletic fundraiser (Director of Athletic Development) 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 3.8% 5 
Agree 6.1% 8 
Neutral 11.5% 15 
Disagree 42.7% 56 
Strongly Disagree 35.9% 47 
answered question 131 
skipped question 0 
 
Table 212.  Relationship with Athletics Fundraiser (Temple University Former Male Student-
Athletes) 
I have a relationship with the athletic fundraiser (Director of Athletic Development) 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 4.0% 9 
Agree 10.3% 23 
Neutral 16.6% 37 
Disagree 37.2% 83 
Strongly Disagree 31.8% 71 
answered question 223 
skipped question 0 
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Table 213.  Relationship with Athletics Fundraiser (Temple University Former Female and Male 
Student-Athletes) 
I have a relationship with the athletic fundraiser (Director of Athletic Development) 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 4.0% 14 
Agree 8.8% 31 
Neutral 14.7% 52 
Disagree 39.3% 139 
Strongly Disagree 33.3% 118 
answered question 354 
skipped question 39 
 
Table 214.  Relationship with Athletics Fundraiser (Indiana State University Former Female 
Student-Athletes) 
I have a relationship with the athletic fundraiser (Director of Athletic Development) 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 0.0% 0 
Agree 8.0% 6 
Neutral 21.3% 16 
Disagree 45.3% 34 
Strongly Disagree 25.3% 19 
answered question 75 
skipped question 0 
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Table 215.  Relationship with Athletics Fundraiser (Indiana State University Former Male 
Student-Athletes) 
I have a relationship with the athletic fundraiser (Director of Athletic Development) 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 1.3% 2 
Agree 13.7% 21 
Neutral 21.6% 33 
Disagree 34.6% 53 
Strongly Disagree 28.8% 44 
answered question 153 
skipped question 0 
 
Table 216.  Relationship with Athletics Fundraiser (Indiana State University Former Female and 
Male Student-Athletes) 
I have a relationship with the athletic fundraiser (Director of Athletic Development) 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 0.9% 2 
Agree 11.8% 27 
Neutral 21.5% 49 
Disagree 38.2% 87 
Strongly Disagree 27.6% 63 
answered question 228 
skipped question 13 
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Table 217.  Relationship with Athletics Fundraiser (Drexel University Former Female Student-
Athletes) 
I have a relationship with the athletic fundraiser (Assistant VP - Athletic Development) 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 0.0% 0 
Agree 10.3% 7 
Neutral 20.6% 14 
Disagree 44.1% 30 
Strongly Disagree 25.0% 17 
answered question 68 
skipped question 0 
 
Table 218.  Relationship with Athletics Fundraiser (Drexel University Former Male Student-
Athletes) 
I have a relationship with the athletic fundraiser (Assistant VP - Athletic Development) 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 3.2% 7 
Agree 8.8% 19 
Neutral 26.4% 57 
Disagree 38.4% 83 
Strongly Disagree 23.1% 50 
answered question 216 
skipped question 0 
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Table 219.  Relationship with Athletics Fundraiser (Drexel University Former Female and Male 
Student-Athletes) 
I have a relationship with the athletic fundraiser (Assistant VP - Athletic Development) 
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 2.5% 7 
Agree 9.2% 26 
Neutral 25.0% 71 
Disagree 39.8% 113 
Strongly Disagree 23.6% 67 
answered question 284 
skipped question 20 
 
Table 220.  Relationship with Athletics Fundraiser (Former Female Student-Athletes) 
I have a relationship with the athletic fundraiser  
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 1.8% 5 
Agree 7.7% 21 
Neutral 16.4% 45 
Disagree 43.8% 120 
Strongly Disagree 30.3% 83 
answered question 274 
 
Table 221.  Relationship with Athletics Fundraiser (Former Male Student-Athletes) 
I have a relationship with the athletic fundraiser  
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 3.0% 18 
Agree 10.6% 63 
Neutral 21.5% 127 
Disagree 37.0% 219 
Strongly Disagree 27.9% 165 
answered question 592 
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Table 222.  Relationship with Athletics Fundraiser (Former Female and Male Student-Athletes) 
I have a relationship with the athletic fundraiser  
Answer Options Response Percent 
Response 
Count 
Strongly Agree 2.7% 23 
Agree 9.7% 84 
Neutral 19.9% 172 
Disagree 39.1% 339 
Strongly Disagree 28.6% 248 
answered question 866 
skipped question 72 
 
Age 
 The median age of the survey participant was 53 years of age.  Median age of the former 
female student-athlete was 37 and former male student-athlete was 53.  The overall median age 
for those that reported contributing financially in 2011-12 to athletics was 51 years of age.  The 
median age of the former female student-athlete donor was 38 years of age and 57 among male 
former student-athletes.   
 
Table 223.  Temple University Former Student-Athlete Median & Average Age - Survey 
Participant and Donor to Athletics in 2011-12 
Age - Temple University 
Answer Options Median Average 
Female Former Student-Athlete 37.0 37.5 
Female Former Student-Athlete Donor 38.0 40.7 
Male Former Student-Athlete 52.0 50.8 
Male Former Student-Athlete Donor 60.0 56.2 
Former Student-Athlete 44.0 45.9 
Former Student-Athlete Donor 52.0 51.7 
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Table 224.  Indiana State University Former Student-Athlete Median & Average Age  - Survey 
Participant and Donor to Athletics in 2011-12 
Age - Indiana State University 
Answer Options Median Average 
Female Former Student-Athlete 33.5 40.5 
Female Former Student-Athlete Donor 38.0 39.6 
Male Former Student-Athlete 55.0 54.2 
Male Former Student-Athlete Donor 58.0 55.9 
Former Student-Athlete 49.0 49.6 
Former Student-Athlete Donor 52.0 52.1 
 
Table 225.  Drexel University Former Student-Athlete Median & Average Age - Survey 
Participant and Donor to Athletics in 2011-12 
Age - Drexel University 
Answer Options Median Average 
Female Former Student-Athlete 35.0 39.7 
Female Former Student-Athlete Donor 40.0 43.3 
Male Former Student-Athlete 54.0 53.4 
Male Former Student-Athlete Donor 52.5 51.7 
Former Student-Athlete 49.0 50.1 
Former Student-Athlete Donor 47.0 49.6 
 
Table 226.  Former Student-Athlete Median & Average Age - Survey Participant & Donor to 
Athletics in 2011-12 
Age - Former Student-Athlete 
Answer Options Median Average 
Female Former Student-Athlete 37.0 38.8 
Female Former Student-Athlete Donor 38.0 41.2 
Male Former Student-Athlete 53.0 52.6 
Male Former Student-Athlete Donor 57.0 54.7 
Former Student-Athlete 53.0 52.6 
Former Student-Athlete Donor 51.0 51.1 
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Cross Tabulation 
Cross-tabulation was used and a Pearson chi-square test was conducted to examine 
whether a relationship exists between the dependent variable “donor to athletics in 2011-12” and 
independent variables identified by the researcher in the literature review.  Data responses were 
regrouped and recoded from the Five-point Likert Scale responses of “Strongly Agree” and 
“Agree” to “AGREE” or “YES”; “Disagree” or “Strongly Disagree” to “DISAGREE” or “NO”; 
and “Neutral” responses were re-coded to “System Missing”.  Contingency coefficient was 
utilized to identify and rank the strength of the significant relationships identified from the chi-
square test. 
 
Benefit  
A Pearson chi-square test was conducted to examine if a relationship existed between the 
former student-athletes that made a donation in 2011-12 to athletics and the influence of a 
tangible benefit provided for making a financial gift (tickets, apparel, etc.).  A significant 
relationship exists between the Overall Former Student-Athlete population and Benefit received,  
χ2 (1, N = 531), = 9.42, p = .002, Overall Male Former Student-Athletes, χ2 (1, N = 359), = 7.92, 
p = .005; Male Former Student-Athletes at Temple University, χ2 (1, N = 139), = 3.93, p = .047; 
Male Former Student-Athletes at Drexel University, χ2 (1, N = 126), = 8.29, p = .004; and 
Overall Former Student-Athletes at Drexel University, χ2 (1, N = 169), = 7.45, p = .006. 
The relationship between these variables approached significance among Overall Former 
Student-Athletes at Temple University, χ2 (1, N = 223), = 2.92, p = .087 and Female Former 
Student-Athletes at Indiana State University, χ2 (1, N = 45), = 3.33, p = .068. 
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Table 227.  Temple University (Donation to Athletics in 2011-12 and Benefit) 
 
 
Table 228.  Indiana State University (Donation to Athletics in 2011-12 and Benefit) 
 
 
 
EXAMINING FACTORS THAT INFLUENCE DONOR MOTIVATION 	  
	  
156	  
 
Table 229.  Drexel University (Donation to Athletics in 2011-12 and Benefit) 
 
 
Table 230.  Overall Former Student-Athlete (Donation to Athletics in 2011-12 and Benefit) 
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Table 231.  Chi-Square Significance (Donation to Athletics in 2011-12 and Benefit) 
 
 
Table 232.  Contingency Coefficient Association between FSA Donor to Athletics in 2011-12 
and Benefit  
 
 
Former Student-Athletes that contributed in 2011-12 and Scholarship 
A Pearson chi-square test was conducted to examine if a relationship existed between 
former student-athletes that made a donation in 2011-12 to athletics and financial assistance 
received as a student-athlete (scholarship).  A significant relationship exists between the Overall  
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Male Former Student-Athlete population and scholarship provided, χ2 (1, N = 592), = 4.34, p = 
.037. 
The relationship between these variables approached significance among Male Former 
Student-Athletes at Temple University, χ2 (1, N = 223), = 3.33, p = .068; and Overall Former 
Student-Athlete, χ2 (1, N = 866), = 3.30, p = .069. 
 
Table 233.  Temple University (Donation to Athletics in 2011-12 and Scholarship) 
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Table 234.  Indiana State University (Donation to Athletics in 2011-12 and Scholarship) 
 
 
Table 235.  Drexel University (Donation to Athletics in 2011-12 and Scholarship) 
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Table 236.  Overall Former Student-Athlete (Donation to Athletics in 2011-12 and Scholarship) 
 
 
Table 237.  Chi-Square Significance (Donation to Athletics in 2011-12 and Scholarship) 
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Table 238.  Contingency Coefficient Association between FSA Donor to Athletics in 2011-12 
and Scholarship 
 
 
Former Student-Athletes that contributed to athletics in 2011-12 and Former Coach 
A Pearson chi-square test was conducted to examine if a relationship existed between 
former student-athletes that made a donation in 2011-12 to athletics and maintaining a 
relationship with the former student-athlete’s former coach.  A highly significant relationship 
exists between FSA Donor in 2011-12 and maintaining a relationship with their Former Coach 
among the following: Male Former Athlete at Temple University, χ2 (1, N = 177), = 14.31, p 
<.01; Overall Former Athlete at Temple University, χ2 (1, N = 280), = 16.42, p <.01; Male 
Former Athlete at Drexel University, χ2 (1, N = 162), = 17.03, p <.01; Female Former Athlete at 
Drexel University, χ2 (1, N = 57), = 15.12, p <.01; Overall Former Athlete at Drexel University, 
χ2 (1, N = 219), = 31.32, p <.01; Overall Male Former Student-Athlete, χ2 (1, N = 469), = 66.67, 
p <.01; Overall Female Former Student-Athlete, χ2 (1, N = 219), = 17.62, p <.01; and Overall 
Former Student-Athlete, χ2 (1, N = 688), = 78.63, p <.01. 
A significant relationship exists between the Overall Former Student-Athletes at Indiana 
State University, χ2 (1, N = 175), = 6.21, p = .013; and Male Former Student-Athletes at Indiana 
State University, χ2 (1, N = 116), = 9.42, p = .034. 
The relationship between these variables approached significance among Female Former 
Student-Athletes at Temple University, χ2 (1, N = 103), = 3.13, p = .077.  
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Table 239:  Temple University (Donation to Athletics in 2011-12 and Relationship with Former 
Coach) 
 
 
Table 240.  Indiana State University (Donation to Athletics in 2011-12 and Relationship with 
Former Coach) 
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Table 241.  Drexel University (Donation to Athletics in 2011-12 and Relationship with Former 
Coach) 
 
 
Table 242.  Overall Former Student-Athlete (Donation to Athletics in 2011-12 and Relationship 
with Former Coach) 
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Table 243.  Chi-Square Significance (Donation to Athletics in 2011-12 and Relationship with 
Former Coach) 
 
 
Table 244.  Contingency Coefficient Association between FSA Donor to Athletics in 2011-12 
and Relationship with Former Coach 
 
 
 
EXAMINING FACTORS THAT INFLUENCE DONOR MOTIVATION 	  
	  
165	  
 
Former Student-Athletes that contributed to athletics in 2011-12 and Current Coach 
A Pearson chi-square test was conducted to examine if a significant relationship existed 
between former student-athletes that made a donation to athletics in 2011-12 and whether the 
former student-athlete has a relationship with the current coach of their former athletic program.  
A highly significant relationship exists between relationship with the current coach and:  Male 
Former Athlete at Temple University, χ2 (1, N = 182), = 23.40, p <.01; Overall Former Athlete 
at Temple University, χ2 (1, N = 285), = 25.26, p <.01; Overall Former Athlete at Indiana State 
University, χ2 (1, N = 176), = 12.77, p <.01; Male Former Athlete at Drexel University, χ2 (1, N 
= 173), = 30.42, p <.01; Female Former Athlete at Drexel University, χ2 (1, N = 54), = 12.35, p 
<.01; Overall Former Athlete at Drexel University, χ2 (1, N = 227), = 43.40, p <.01; Overall 
Male Former Student-Athlete, χ2 (1, N = 469), = 64.67 p <.01; Overall Female Former Student-
Athlete, χ2 (1, N = 219), = 17.62, p <.01; and Overall Former Student-Athlete, χ2 (1, N = 688), = 
78.63, p <.01 
A significant relationship exists between the Female Former Student-Athletes at Temple 
University that contributed to Athletics in 2011-12 and Current Coach, χ2 (1, N = 103), = 5.97, p 
= .015; Male Former Student-Athletes at Indiana State University, χ2 (1, N = 114), = 10.01, p = 
.002. 
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Table 245.  Temple University (Donation to Athletics in 2011-12 and Relationship with Current 
Coach) 
 
 
Table 246.  Indiana State University (Donation to Athletics in 2011-12 and Relationship with 
Current Coach) 
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Table 247.  Drexel University (Donation to Athletics in 2011-12 and Relationship with Current 
Coach) 
 
 
Table 248.  Overall Former Student-Athlete (Donation to Athletics in 2011-12 and Relationship 
with Current Coach) 
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Table 249.  Chi-Square Significance (Donation to Athletics in 2011-12 and Relationship with 
Current Coach) 
 
 
Table 250.  Contingency Coefficient Association between FSA Donor to Athletics in 2011-12 
and Relationship with Current Coach 
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Former Student-Athletes that contributed to Athletics in 2011-12 and Athletic Director 
A Pearson chi-square test was conducted to examine if a relationship existed between 
former student-athletes that made a donation to athletics in 2011-12 and the relationship with the 
Athletic Director.  A highly significant relationship exists between the following:  Male Former 
Student-Athlete at Temple University, χ2 (1, N = 181), = 31.81, p <.01; Overall Former Athlete 
at Temple University, χ2 (1, N = 293), = 27.38, p <.01; Male Former Student-Athlete at Indiana 
State University, χ2 (1, N = 120), = 16.21, p <.01; Overall Former Athlete at Indiana State 
University, χ2 (1, N = 177), = 24.01, p <.01; Overall Former Athlete at Drexel University, χ2 (1, 
N = 221), = 15.88, p <.01; Overall Male Former Student-Athlete, χ2 (1, N = 469), = 55.68, p 
<.01; Overall Female Former Student-Athlete, χ2 (1, N = 222), = 12.91, p <.01; and Overall 
Former Student-Athlete, χ2 (1, N = 691), = 66.47, p <.01 
A significant relationship exists between the Female Former Student-Athlete at Indiana 
State University, χ2 (1, N = 57), = 8.54, p = .003; Male Former Student-Athletes at Drexel 
University, χ2 (1, N = 168), = 10.80, p = .001; and among Female Former Student-Athletes at 
Drexel University, χ2 (1, N = 53), = 5.49, p = .019. 
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Table 251.  Temple University (Donation to Athletics in 2011-12 and Relationship with Athletic 
Director) 
 
 
Table 252.  Indiana State University (Donation to Athletics in 2011-12 and Relationship with 
Athletic Director) 
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Table 253.  Drexel University (Donation to Athletics in 2011-12 and Relationship with Athletic 
Director) 
 
 
Table 254.  Overall Former Student-Athlete (Donation to Athletics in 2011-12 and Relationship 
with Athletic Director) 
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Table 255.  Chi-Square Significance (Donation to Athletics in 2011-12 and Relationship with 
Athletic Director) 
 
 
Table 256.  Contingency Coefficient Association between FSA Donor to Athletics in 2011-12 
and Relationship with Athletic Director 
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Former Student-Athletes that contributed to Athletics in 2011-12 and Former Teammates 
A Pearson chi-square test was conducted to examine if a relationship existed between 
former student-athletes that made a donation to athletics in 2011-12 and maintaining 
relationships with Former Teammates.  A highly significant relationship exists between the 
following populations and relationship with teammates:  Male Former Student-Athlete at Drexel 
University, χ2 (1, N = 168), = 17.31, p <.01; Overall Former Athlete at Drexel University, χ2 (1, 
N = 227), = 21.52, p <.01; Overall Male Former Student-Athlete, χ2 (1, N = 469), = 32.51, p 
<.01; and Overall Former Student-Athlete, χ2 (1, N = 704), = 28.16, p <.01 
A significant relationship exists between the Male Former Student-Athletes at Temple 
University and relationship with Former Teammates, χ2 (1, N = 185), = 7.78, p = .005; Overall 
Former Student-Athletes at Temple University, χ2 (1, N = 298), = 5.38, p = .02; Male Former 
Student-Athletes at Indiana State University, χ2 (1, N = 116), = 6.67, p = .010; Overall Former 
Student-Athletes at Indiana State University, χ2 (1, N = 179), = 4.51, p = .034; and among 
Female Former Student-Athletes at Drexel University, χ2 (1, N = 59), = 4.12, p = .042. 
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Table 257.  Temple University (Donation to Athletics in 2011-12 and Relationship with Former 
Teammates) 
 
 
Table 258.  Indiana State University (Donation to Athletics in 2011-12 and Relationship with 
Former Teammates) 
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Table 259.  Drexel University (Donation to Athletics in 2011-12 and Relationship with Former 
Teammates) 
 
 
Table 260.  Overall Former Student-Athlete (Donation to Athletics in 2011-12 and Relationship 
with Former Teammates) 
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Table 261.  Chi-Square Significance (Donation to Athletics in 2011-12 and Relationship with 
Former Teammates) 
 
 
Table 262.  Contingency Coefficient Association between FSA Donor to Athletics in 2011-12 
and Relationship with Former Teammates 
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Former Student-Athletes that contributed to Athletics in 2011-12 and Athletic Fundraiser 
A Pearson chi-square test was conducted to examine if a relationship existed between 
former student-athletes that made a donation to athletics in 2011-12 and relationship with the 
Department of Intercollegiate Athletics’ Athletic Development Professional or “Athletic 
Fundraiser”.  A highly significant relationship exists between the relationship with the school’s 
“Athletic Fundraiser” and the following populations:  Male Former Student-Athlete at Temple 
University, χ2 (1, N = 186), = 29.48, p <.01; Overall Former Student-Athlete at Temple 
University, χ2 (1, N = 302), = 32.22, p <.01; Male Former Student-Athlete at Indiana State 
University, χ2 (1, N = 120), = 20.24, p <.01; Overall Former Student-Athlete at Indiana State 
University, χ2 (1, N = 179), = 26.85, p <.01; Male Former Student-Athlete at Drexel University, 
χ2 (1, N = 159), = 23.69, p <.01; Overall Former Student-Athlete at Drexel University, χ2 (1, N 
= 213), = 26.44, p <.01; Overall Male Former Student-Athlete, χ2 (1, N = 465), = 73.82, p <.01; 
and Overall Former Student-Athlete, χ2 (1, N = 694), = 85.47, p <.01. 
A significant relationship exists between the Female Former Student-Athletes at Indiana 
State University and relationship with Athletic Fundraiser, χ2 (1, N = 59), = 4.67, p = .031; and 
Overall Female Former Student-Athletes, χ2 (1, N = 229), = 9.77, p = .002. 
The relationship between these variables approached significance among Female Former 
Student-Athletes at Temple University, χ2 (1, N = 116), = 2.82, p = .093; and Female Former 
Student-Athletes at Drexel University, χ2 (1, N = 54), = 2.92, p = .087. 
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Table 263.  Temple University (Donation to Athletics in 2011-12 and Relationship with Athletic 
Fundraiser) 
 
 
Table 264.  Indiana State University  (Donation to Athletics in 2011-12 and Relationship with 
Athletic Fundraiser) 
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Table 265.  Drexel University  (Donation to Athletics in 2011-12 and Relationship with Athletic 
Fundraiser) 
 
 
Table 266.  Overall Former Student-Athlete  (Donation to Athletics in 2011-12 and Relationship 
with Athletic Fundraiser) 
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Table 267.  Chi-Square Significance  (Donation to Athletics in 2011-12 and Relationship with 
Athletic Fundraiser) 
 
 
Table 268.  Contingency Coefficient Association between FSA Donor to Athletics in 2011-12 
and Athletic Fundraiser 
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Relationship between Former Student-Athletes that contributed to Athletics in 2011-12 and 
the impact of the current program’s athletic success on donor motivation (winning 
program) 
A Pearson chi-square test was conducted to examine if a relationship existed between 
former student-athletes that made a donation to athletics in 2011-12 and the current program’s 
athletic success has had on their motivation to contribute philanthropically.  A highly significant 
relationship exists between those former student-athletes that made a donation to athletics in 
2011-12 and current program success among the following:  Male Former Student-Athlete at 
Drexel University, χ2 (1, N = 113), = 12.51, p <.01; Overall Former Student-Athlete at Drexel 
University, χ2 (1, N = 150), = 13.56, p <.01; Overall Male Former Student-Athlete, χ2 (1, N = 
341), = 24.80, p <.01; and Overall Former Student-Athlete, χ2 (1, N = 499), = 27.63, p <.01 
A significant relationship exists between the Male Former Student-Athlete at Temple 
University and impact of winning program on donor motivation, χ2 (1, N = 135), = 8.41, p = 
.004; Overall Former Student-Athlete at Temple University, χ2 (1, N = 211), = 8.06, p = .005; 
Overall Former Student-Athletes at Indiana State University, χ2 (1, N = 138), = 7.93, p = .005. 
The relationship between these variables approached significance among Male Former 
Student-Athletes at Indiana State University, χ2 (1, N = 93), = 3.39, p = .066.  
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Table 269.  Temple University  (Donation to Athletics in 2011-12 and Current Program Success) 
 
 
Table 270.  Indiana State University (Donation to Athletics in 2011-12 and Current Program 
Success) 
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Table 271.  Drexel University (Donation to Athletics in 2011-12 and Current Program Success) 
 
 
Table 272.  Overall Former Student-Athlete (Donation to Athletics in 2011-12 and Current 
Program Success) 
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Table 273.  Chi-Square Significance (Donation to Athletics in 2011-12 and Current Program 
Success) 
 
 
Table 274.  Contingency Coefficient Association between FSA Donor to Athletics in 2011-12 
and Current Program Success 
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Relationship between Former Student-Athletes that contributed to Athletics in 2011-12 and 
the impact of the current program’s athletic success on donor motivation (losing program) 
A Pearson chi-square test was conducted to examine if a relationship existed between 
former student-athletes that made a donation to athletics in 2011-12 and whether the current 
athletic program lack of athletic success (losing) would have on donor motivation.  A significant 
relationship exists between Overall Former Student-Athletes at Drexel University and lack of 
competitive success for the current program, χ2 (1, N = 146), = 5.11, p = .024; and Female 
Former Student-Athlete at Drexel University, χ2 (1, N = 38), = 4.29, p = .038.   
The relationship between these variables approached significance among Male Former 
Student-Athletes at Drexel University, χ2 (1, N = 108), = 2.84, p = .092. 
 
Table 275.  Temple University (Donation to Athletics in 2011-12 and Current Program Losing) 
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Table 276.  Indiana State University (Donation to Athletics in 2011-12 and Current Program 
Losing) 
 
 
Table 277.  Drexel University (Donation to Athletics in 2011-12 and Current Program Losing) 
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Table 278.  Overall Former Student-Athlete (Donation to Athletics in 2011-12 and Current 
Program Losing) 
 
 
Table 279.  Chi-Square Significance (Donation to Athletics in 2011-12 and Current Program 
Losing) 
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Table 280.  Contingency Coefficient Association between FSA Donor to Athletics in 2011-12 
and Current Program Losing 
 
 
Relationship between Former Student-Athletes that contributed to Athletics in 2011-12 and 
impact of overall athletic success experienced (won more than lost) as an undergraduate 
student-athlete on donor motivation  
A Pearson chi-square test was conducted to examine if a relationship existed between 
former student-athletes that made a donation to athletics in 2011-12 and overall level of athletic 
success experienced (“Won More Than Lost”) as an undergraduate on donor motivation.  The  
only relationship between these variables approached significance was among Overall Female 
Former Student-Athletes at Indiana State University and their overall athletic success (“Won 
More Than Lost”), χ2 (1, N = 75), = 3.25, p = .071. 
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Table 281.  Temple University (Donation to Athletics in 2011-12 and Athletic Success 
Experienced as Undergraduate – “Won More Than Lost”) 
 
 
Table 282.  Indiana State University (Donation to Athletics in 2011-12 and Athletic Success 
Experienced as Undergraduate – “Won More Than Lost”) 
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Table 283.  Drexel University (Donation to Athletics in 2011-12 and Athletic Success 
Experienced as Undergraduate – “Won More Than Lost”) 
 
 
Table 284.  Overall Former Student-Athlete (Donation to Athletics in 2011-12 and Athletic 
Success Experienced as Undergraduate – “Won More Than Lost”) 
 
EXAMINING FACTORS THAT INFLUENCE DONOR MOTIVATION 	  
	  
191	  
 
Table 285.  Chi-Square Significance (Donation to Athletics in 2011-12 and Athletic Success 
Experienced as Undergraduate – “Won More Than Lost”) 
 
 
Table 286.  Contingency Coefficient Association between FSA Donor to Athletics in 2011-12 
and Athletic Success Experienced as an Undergraduate – “Won More Than Lost” 
 
 
Relationship between Former Student-Athletes that contributed to Athletics in 2011-12 and 
impact of “winning a championship” as an undergraduate on donor motivation  
A Pearson chi-square test was conducted to examine if a relationship existed between 
former student-athletes that made a donation to athletics in 2011-12 and athletic success 
experienced as an undergraduate by having “Won Championship” on donor motivation.  No 
significant relationship or relationship that approached significance exists among these three (3) 
institutions and the overall former student-athlete population. 
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Table 287.  Temple University (Donation to Athletics in 2011-12 and Athletic Success 
Experienced as Undergraduate – “Won Championship”) 
 
Table 288.  Indiana State University (Donation to Athletics in 2011-12 and Athletic Success 
Experienced as Undergraduate – “Won Championship”) 
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Table 289.  Drexel University (Donation to Athletics in 2011-12 and Athletic Success 
Experienced as Undergraduate – “Won Championship”) 
 
Table 290.  Overall Former Student-Athlete (Donation to Athletics in 2011-12 and Athletic 
Success Experienced as Undergraduate – “Won Championship”) 
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Table 291.  Chi-Square Significance (Donation to Athletics in 2011-12 and Athletic Success 
Experienced as Undergraduate – “Won Championship”) 
 
 
Relationship between Former Student-Athletes that contributed to Athletics in 2011-12 and 
Educational Level 
A Pearson chi-square test was conducted to examine if a relationship existed between 
former student-athletes that made a donation to athletics in 2011-12 and level of education.  A 
significant relationship exists between Overall Former Student-Athlete that contributed to 
athletics in 2011-12 and Graduate Degree, χ2 (1, N = 857), = 6.59, p = .010. 
The relationship between former student-athlete donor to athletics in 2011-12 and 
graduate degree approached significance among Female Former Student-Athletes at Indiana 
State University, χ2 (1, N = 75), = 3.35, p = .067; Overall Former Student-Athletes at Indiana 
State University, χ2 (1, N = 225), = 3.55, p = .060; Female Former Student-Athletes at Drexel 
University, χ2 (1, N = 68), = 3.52, p = .061; Overall Male Former Student-Athletes, χ2 (1, N =  
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585), = 3.73, p = .053; and Overall Female Former Student-Athletes, χ2 (1, N = 272), = 3.16, p = 
.075 
 
Table 292.  Temple University (Donation to Athletics in 2011-12 and Education Level) 
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Table 293.  Indiana State University (Donation to Athletics in 2011-12 and Education Level) 
 
Table 294.  Drexel University (Donation to Athletics in 2011-12 and Education Level) 
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Table 295.  Overall Former Student-Athlete (Donation to Athletics in 2011-12 and Education 
Level) 
 
 
Table 296.  Chi-Square Significance (Donation to Athletics in 2011-12 and Education Level) 
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Table 297.  Contingency Coefficient Association between FSA Donor to Athletics in 2011-12 
and Education Level 
 
 
Open-ended comments 
 The qualitative portion of the research study provided four open-ended questions helped 
identify influencers on donors and non-donors to the intercollegiate athletics programs.  Two 
questions focused specifically on exploring why the former student-athlete chose to financially 
support or not to support their alma mater’s athletic program.  Additionally two questions focus 
on what the university could do to either increase their existing financial support or gain the 
financial support of the former student-athlete if they were a “non-donor”. 
 Several common themes developed to the four questions below.  Findings are presented 
as the results to each question.  The qualitative data should provide more “in-depth” 
understanding of the quantitative data collected. 
 
Question #41 asked former student-athletes what influenced their decision to financially support 
the athletic department.  There were a total of 527 respondents to this question with 339 former 
student-athletes choosing to skip this question.  A total of 375 males and 152 females 
participated.  Five common themes developed from this question from male and female former  
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student-athletes:  1.) “Giving Back”; 2.) Relationship with “Coach”; 3.) “Experience” as student-
athlete; 4.) “Pride”, ”Loyalty”, and/or “Love” of Institution and/or Athletics Program; 5.) and 
“Financial” (see Appendix K). 
The most common theme was “Giving Back”.  One respondent noted that they had “the 
desire to give back to the University and Athletics program that helped shape who I am.”  
Several respondents noted the gratitude for the scholarship they received and/or the success they 
can attribute in their career to their time being a student-athlete.  An Indiana State University 
former student-athlete stated, “ISU paid for my education, and now I feel that I should help 
support the program that helped me.”   
The Coach plays an important role in the participation of the former student-athlete.  
Respondents noted that they participated because they wanted to “support” their coach, were 
“asked” by the coach, or contributed in “honor” or out of “respect” for their former coach. The 
ability to designate financial support directly to the program of choice and then receive feedback 
from the coach can also influence the former student-athlete and their participation.  An ISU 
former male student-athlete said that he was influenced to contribute by knowing that “the 
money given went to the program I requested with direct feed back from the head coach.” 
The former student-athlete also indicated that they contributed because they had a 
positive experience as an undergraduate.  A common theme among former female student-
athletes was to make sure current student-athletes has a similar positive experience.  One former 
female student-athlete from Drexel University noted that she gives to help ensure that the 
program survives: 
Athletics were and still are a very important part of my life.  I believe it is 
important for students to have a balance in their life between athletics and 
academics.  Especially in a time where programs are being cut, it is important to 
support the program to ensure that they stay available for students. 
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Former student-athletes also noted that they gave to improve the experience for the 
current student-athletes, 
I want to help current student-athletes have a great experience at Drexel 
University.  The women’s soccer team recently reconstructed their locker room 
and I donated money to have a locker put in my name along with three other 
teammates.  I think projects like that are meaningful and worthwhile.  We had a 
pretty crappy locker room while I played. 
 
 “Pride”, “Loyalty” and/or “Love” in the University and its Athletic Programs was the 
fourth most common response from male and female former student-athletes on what influenced 
their decision to finally support the Department of Athletics.  One former student-athlete stated 
that, “I love the University, my coach, and the direction they are going”.  Additionally, one 
former athlete stated, that he “wants to be supportive of my alma mater”.   
 “Financial” was the fifth highest ranked response from the male and female former 
student-athlete population on what influenced their decision to financially support the 
Department of Athletics.  “Economy”, “Disposable Income”, “Current Finances”, or “Financial 
Situation” were  a sample of the common responses that were coded into the “Financial” 
response theme for this question. 
 
Question #42 asked former student-athletes what influenced their decision to NOT financially 
support the athletic department.  There were a total of 525 respondents to this question with 341 
former student-athletes choosing to skip this question.  A total of 352 males and 173 females 
participated.  The “Top 5” common themes that developed from this question from male and 
female former student-athletes:  1.) Financial; 2.) Dropped Sport; 3.) Other Priorities; 4.) 
Experience; and 5.) Administration (see Appendix L). 
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The most common response for what influenced both male and female former student-
athletes was “financial” in nature.  Typical responses included:  “lack of extra money”, “other 
financial responsibilities”, “financially unable”, “unemployment”, “paying off student debt”, and 
“tough economy”. 
A significant influence for NOT financially supporting the athletic department among 
former male student-athletes was the elimination of their sport at the university.  The “Dropped 
Sport” response was indicated 58 times among male respondents compared to only 9 by female 
former student-athletes.  One former male student-athlete stated, “I’m still upset that many 
universities including ISU stopped programs such as swimming, gymnastics, etc. due to Title 
IX”.  Several former student-athletes also noted that, “once the program is restored I will review 
giving money.”  
The second most common influencer among former female student-athletes for NOT 
financially contributing after “financial” reasons was due to the relationship with the “coach” of 
their program (either former or current).  One former female student-athlete stated that she does 
not contribute due to the “relationship with the past coach and the fact I have no relationship 
with the current coach.” 
Both male and female respondents shared a common response in their “Top 3” that “other 
priorities” have emerged that take more of a financial importance than supporting their alma 
mater’s athletic department.  For instance one former male student-athlete from Indiana State 
University responded: 
I don’t have a great reason why.  I just feel like the charitable donations that I 
currently give are higher up on the ladder of importance than supporting the 
athletic department at the university. 
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Question #43 asked former student-athletes what could their alma mater’s athletic department 
(Temple University, Indiana State University, or Drexel University) do to increase their financial 
support?  A total of 513 former student-athletes chose to respond to this question with 353 
former student-athletes choosing to not answer.  A total of 362 males and 151 females 
participated.  The five most common themes that developed were:  1.) “Nothing; 2.) 
Communication; 3.) “Bring Back Sport”; 4.) “Events”; and 5.) “Fundraising Process” (see 
Appendix M). 
 The top two common responses:  “Nothing” and “Communication” were similarly ranked 
amongst males and females and across NCAA membership classifications.  While the response 
“Nothing” is not the answer most athletic development officers might like to hear from former 
student-athletes when exploring options to increase financial support, the theme of 
“communication” is encouraging.  Former student-athletes appear to want to be involved and 
more connected with their sports program and athletic department.  One respondent stated, “send 
me info about former teammates and personal stories about the current volleyball team”.  While 
others noted that in order to increase their support, they would like to have the athletic 
department help provide “relationship building opportunities by increasing alumni participation 
involvement with the current athletic team”.   Additionally, former student-athletes would like to 
“improve communications from current coaches”.   
It is interesting to note that the fifth most common response former male and female 
student-athletes were related to issues with the “Fundraising Process”.  Multiple respondents 
were concerned with the transparency of the fundraising process, “Let me know exactly how the 
money will be spent – does it go toward athletic scholarships, does it help pay coaches salaries, 
transportation costs, etc.”.  Also, “build trust and show the donations are making a difference”.  
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Several noted that there might be confusion on how to make a gift or feel that they are not 
solicited.  A former female student-athlete stated, “provide us with an opportunity to contribute 
to our own sport”.  A former male student-athlete responded that when asking for contributions, 
“ask for donations for specific items and things the team needs”.   Several respondents noted that 
their preference would be to have current student-athletes contact them to request support.    
 Among male former student-athletes, the #3 most common response was “Bring Back 
Sport” at a frequency of 11.6%.  One respondent stated, “Bring back the wrestling 
program…look at the cost of the sport, it is next to nothing compared to some that they have 
kept.”   The “Bring Back Sport” was not significant among female student-athletes. 
 
Question #44 asked former student-athletes that chose not to contribute financially, what could 
(Temple University, Indiana State University, or Drexel University) do to gain your financial 
support?  There were a total of 378 respondents to this question with 488 former student-athletes 
choosing to skip this question.  A total of 270 males and 108 females participated.  The five most 
common themes developed from this question from male and female former student-athletes:  1.)  
“Nothing”; 2.) “Communication”; 3.) “Bring Back Sport”; 4.) “Undecided”; and 5.) “Events” 
(see Appendix N). 
 The most common theme that developed from the former student-athlete on what the 
university could do to gain the financial support was “nothing”.  Former student-athletes that did 
expand upon their answer noted the “economy”, “lack of disposable income”, and “other 
priorities” such as “children currently attending college” or “desire to focus their philanthropy 
solely on “academics”. 
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The second most frequent theme that developed was to better “communicate” with the 
former student-athlete population.  As noted by one former male student-athlete, “continue to 
engage me in the programs and services, stay in touch, keep me informed”.  Respondents noted 
that they would like to be sent more information on the team, other former student-athletes, 
“show our monetary donations in comparison to others in the conference”, and to personalize the 
communication. 
 One theme that was found to appear more regularly among respondents from Temple 
University (BCS classification) for both male (8.4%) and female (10.9%) respondents compared 
to former student-athletes from FCS and Non-Football Playing Subdivision was the desire to 
receive additional “benefits” for former student-athletes to gain financial support.  A tangible 
benefit did not place in the “Top 3” for either Indiana State University or Drexel University 
Former Student-Athletes.  It is also worth noting that there was no response relating to “benefit” 
on any of the 82 males or 35 females that responded from Indiana State University.  
 Former female student-athletes placed more of an importance than males on creating 
“events” to help gain their financial support.  One former female student-athlete stated that she 
felt she would be “apt to give more money” if the school would “bring the alumni back together” 
by hosting “alumni nights” as a way to say “thank you for your service”.  Additionally, several 
former student-athletes expressed a desire to build a relationship with the current team and 
student-athletes.
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Chapter 5:  Summary, Discussion, and Recommendations 
Purpose of the Study and Procedures 
The purpose of the Examining Factors that Influence Donor Motivation Among Former 
Student-Athletes and NCAA DI Classification study is to help athletics and advancement 
professionals identify motivational factors for philanthropic behavior among the former student-
athlete population.  The ability to identify factors that might influence donor motivation among 
the former student-athlete population provides much needed data on predictive behavior that help 
professional fundraisers better manage this vital constituency group.  
The mixed methods study utilized two of the three planned phases to collect data from 
the former student-athlete population.  Phase #1 involved a data request of overall former 
student-athlete annual giving statistics from each institution participating in the study.  Phase #2 
included the electronic distribution of a 47-item survey instrument to the former student-athlete 
population.  The survey instrument included four open-ended questions that helped identify 
influencers on donors and non-donors to the intercollegiate athletics programs. Phase #3 
involved an optional focus group interview with a select population of former student-athletes 
that identified themselves as willing participants during Phase #2 of the study.  The decision was 
proposed to and supported by the committee that enough statistically significant data was 
collected during Phase #2 to eliminate Phase #3 of the study. 
Descriptive statistics for categorical variables were measured using frequency and 
proportion data from each response category.  Cross tabulation using the dependent variable 
“Donor to Athletics in 2011-12” was done to examine select independent variables.  Pearson’s 
Chi-Square was applied to establish significance among former student-athletes that contributed 
to athletics in 2011-12 and identified independent variables.  Data responses were regrouped and
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recoded from the Five-point Likert Scale responses of “Strongly Agree” and “Agree” to “YES”; 
“Disagree” or “Strongly Disagree” to “NO”; and “Neutral” responses were re-coded to “System 
Missing”.  Contingency Coefficient was utilized to identify the strength of significant 
relationships identified.   
In order to analyze the four open-ended questions included in the survey, the researcher 
reviewed the raw qualitative data through “Open Coding”.  The researcher labeled words and/or 
phrases that appeared and then utilized “Axial Coding” to group the words and/or phrases into 
categories or themes.  The researcher examined the frequency of the themes, ranked theme 
response for each open-ended question, and reported “Top 5” themes that received a 5% 
response rate or more.  The goal was for the researcher to come up with themes and patterns 
among the former student-athlete donor motivation that can lead to best practice 
recommendations for athletic development professionals. 
  In order to examine the motivation behind financial support from the former student-
athlete population, a survey instrument was modified and enhanced from a previous study on 
donor motivation conducted by a doctoral student at the University of Kansas.  The modified 
survey included additional independent variables and was based upon the following five research 
questions:  
Primary: 
• What are the primary motivational factors that influence financial contributions 
from the former student-athlete population at the NCAA Division I classification? 
Secondary: 
• How does NCAA classification (FBS, FCS, and Non-Football Playing 
Subdivision status) impact former student-athlete donor motivation? 
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• How does donor motivation differ among gender and the former student-athlete 
population? 
• To what extent does athletic success impact the former student-athletes 
motivation for giving? 
• How does the relationship among the coach (former and/or current), athletic 
director, and fundraiser impact motivation of donors? 
The five research questions were answered through the findings provided and presented 
in Chapter 4.  This chapter is organized using the following categories:  discussion of findings; 
recommendations for future research; recommendations for practice; assumptions and 
limitations; and conclusions. 
Discussion of Findings 
Overview 
The median age of the survey participant was 53 years of age.  Median age of the female 
former student-athlete survey participant was 37 and male former student-athlete survey 
participant was 53.  Ninety-nine percent of the former student-athletes reported holding a 
minimum bachelor’s degree with 44.9% of the population having earned a graduate degree. 
The majority of the respondents (88.1%) for the study were Caucasian or White.  
Respondents from the Black or African-American category accounted for 7.7% and 4.2% from 
“Other”.  Over half (53.5%) of the male and female former student-athletes that responded to the 
survey indicated that their annual household income level exceeds $100,000.  Respondents with 
annual household income between $50,000-$99,999 included 32.3% with 14.2% indicating a 
household income of under $50,000.   
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How does donor motivation differ among gender and the former student-athlete population? 
The overall median age for those that reported contributing financially to athletics in 
2011-12 was 51 years of age.  The median age of the female former student-athlete donor was 38 
years of age and 57 among male former student-athletes that contributed.  The findings are 
consistent with Drummond (2009) and Staurowsky (1994) that female donors tend to be younger 
than their male counterparts.  Additionally, an older male donor is consistent with research 
conducted by Siegfried & Getz (2002) that found “male athletes who graduated 50 years ago 
make more unrestricted gifts to their alma maters than do their classmates”.  
The median annual gift from the survey respondents to athletics in 2011-12 was $200.  
The median gift from the female former student-athlete population was $100, while male median 
gift size was $250 to athletics in 2011-12.  The median lifetime donation among from the former 
student-athlete population totaled $1000.  The median lifetime giving amount from the female 
former student-athletes was $500, while male former student-athletes reported median lifetime 
giving of $1000.  Female student-athletes giving significantly less than males would be 
consistent with research by Comstock (1998) and Tsiotsou (2006).  
Overall Female Former Student-Athlete annual household income level is also 
significantly less when compared to the Overall Male Former Student-Athlete.  Former Female 
Student-Athlete respondents with annual household income of less than $50,000 totaled 21.9% 
vs. 10.6% for male former student-athletes.  The findings on household income being less than 
males would be consistent with prior research from Tsiotsou (2006).  The qualitative component 
of the research study also produced “Financial” as the most frequent response (13.8%) for what 
influenced female student-athletes to make a contribution to the Department of Athletics.  
“Financial” did not appear in the “Top 5” overall responses for male former student-athletes. 
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As noted in the qualitative component of the research study, Female Former Student-
Athletes noted they have a strong desire to reconnect with former teammates and the current 
team through “events” as a strategy to gain their philanthropic support. This social motive for 
giving is consistent with prior research findings conducted by Verner, Hecht, & Fansler (1998) 
and Staurowsky, Parkhouse, & Sachs (1996). 
The benefit received as a motivation for giving has a significant relationship for former 
student-athletes that donated to athletics in 2011-12.  The findings are consistent with prior 
research findings on the importance of benefits to the athletic donor population (Bruggink & 
Siddqui, 1995; Mahoney, Gladden & Funk, 2003; and Stinson & Howard, 2004).  The strongest 
relationship between benefit and donation to athletics in 2011-12 appears to be among the 
Female Former Student-Athlete at Indiana State University.  This is a unique finding since 
Former Female Student-Athletes at Temple University, Drexel University, and Overall Female 
Student-Athletes were found not to have a significant relationship.  A significant relationship 
was found among Male Former Student-Athletes at Drexel University, Male Former Student-
Athletes at Temple University, and the Overall Male Former Student-Athlete.  Additional 
significant relationships to report were among both Male & Female Former Student-Athlete at 
Drexel University and Temple University.  No significant relationship was found among Male 
Former Student-Athletes at Indiana State University and Male & Female Former Student-
Athletes at Indiana State University (see Table 232). 
The relationship between receiving financial support (athletic scholarship) and former 
student-athletes that contributed in 2011-12 yielded significant relationships with the Overall 
Male Former Student-Athlete and Overall Male and Female Former Student-Athlete populations.   
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The strongest relationship that emerged from the data analysis was among the Male Former 
Student-Athletes at Temple University (see Table 238). 
As noted in the qualitative findings, the ability to “Give Back” was most common theme 
that developed from Question #41 that asked what influenced the former student-athlete’s 
decision to make a financial contribution.  As one former student-athlete stated,  “being a former 
scholarship athlete, I want to give back because the scholarship allowed me to get my college 
degree which led to a good paying job.”   
 
To what extent does athletic success impact the former student-athletes motivation for giving? 
Contrary to prior research on athletic success and the student-athlete by Humphreys & 
Mondello (2005), on-field success the student-athlete experienced as an undergraduate was 
found to not have a significant relationship with donation to athletics in 2011-12. The only 
population of former student-athletes that “Won More Than Lost” during their undergraduate 
experience that resulted in a significant relationship with donation to athletics in 2011-12, was 
found to be among Female Former Student-Athletes at Indiana State University.  No significant 
relationship was reported between any of the other populations.  Additionally, Former Student-
Athletes that indicated that they participated on a team that “Won a Championship” during their 
undergraduate experience did not produce any significant relationship in the findings with 
athletic donation in 2011-12. 
Current program success (“Winning”) and athletic donation in 2011-12 was found to 
have a significant relationship among the majority of the populations of the former student-
athlete surveyed.  Siegfried & Getz (2002) concluded that the giving rates of former student-
athletes increase based upon the athletic success of their alma maters.  Current success of the  
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program as a motive for philanthropy was also demonstrated in research conducted by Strode 
(2006), as well as Stinson & Howard (2004), and are consistent with the findings in this study.  
The findings identified significant relationships established between Overall Male Former 
Student-Athlete and Male Former Student-Athletes at Drexel University, Indiana State 
University, and Temple University and donation to athletics in 2011-12.  Additionally, Overall 
Male and Female Former Student-Athletes at each of the three participation institutions and 
Female Former Student-Athletes at Drexel University were found to have a significant 
relationship with current program success and contributions to athletics in 2011-12.   
The findings involving current program success and donation to athletics in 2011-12 were 
not significant with the Overall Female Former Student-Athlete population, Female Student-
Athlete from Indiana State University, and Female Student-Athlete from Temple University.  
It is also important to note that “success” was the fifth most common theme that 
developed among the qualitative component of this study that asked what has influenced the 
male former student-athlete to give back.  Both male and female athletes stated a strong desire to 
help provide resources for their former programs to be successful.  A former Temple University 
student-athlete stated, “I am very competitive and want TU Football and other sports to play at a 
high level.”   
The findings have also shown that the Overall Former Student-Athlete population’s 
donor motivation does not change if their former program is “Losing” on the field of 
competition.  The only former student-athlete population whose donation decisions were 
impacted by the current athletic programs “losing” status would be found among Former 
Student-Athletes at Drexel University (see Table 280). 
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Ultimately, it is the success that the current program experiences that may influence the 
Former Student-Athlete’s philanthropic motivation.  According to Strode (2006), “Donating to 
the athletic department to further ensure athletic success may stem from their identification and 
may give them the feeling that they somehow have contributed to this success, thus 
strengthening their association with the group” (p. 90).  Findings are also consistent with 
research from Brittinham and Pezzulo (1990).  Brittinham and Pezzulo examined predictors of 
giving and divided alumni into two categories to research:  (1) characteristics of alumni when 
they were students and (2) current characteristics of alumni.  It is important to note that only the 
current characteristics were shown to be a strong predictor of giving.   The present on-field 
success has an impact on whether former student-athletes make a charitable contribution to their 
alma mater’s athletic programs. 
 
How does the relationship among the coach (former and/or current), athletic director, and 
fundraiser impact motivation of donors? 
 The development process is about building and maintaining relations.  Five independent 
variables were examined to determine whether the former student-athlete either has a 
relationship or maintains a relationship with key individuals identified by athletic development 
professionals as potential influencers in the athletic contribution process.  The survey focused on 
whether a significant relationship was found between former student-athletes that contributed to 
athletics in 2011-12 and the following individuals and/or groups:  former teammates, former 
coach, current coach, athletic fundraiser, and athletic director.   
The findings indicate that each one of the former student-athlete populations surveyed 
experienced a significant relationship between donors to athletics in 2011-12 and the athletic  
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fundraiser.  The strongest relationships are between the Male Former Student-Athlete and the 
athletic fundraiser (see Table 268). 
All former student-athlete populations that contributed to athletics in 2011-12 were found 
to have a relationship of significance with the current coach of their program.  The only 
population that did not have a relationship of significance was that of the Female Former 
Student-Athlete at Indiana State University. The data analysis indicates that the strongest 
relationships are at the Non-Football Playing Subdivision or Drexel University.  The relationship 
between Male Former Student-Athlete donors to athletics and current coach are stronger than 
Female Former Student-Athletes (see Table 250). 
Three populations did not produce a significant relationship between donor to athletics in 
2011-12 and maintaining a relationship with their former teammates.  The three groups include:  
1) Overall Female Former Student-Athlete; 2) Female Former Student-Athlete at Indiana State 
University; and 3) Female Former Student-Athlete at Temple University.  All remaining 
populations of former student-athletes that donated in 2011-12 to athletics have a relationship of 
significance with former teammates (see Table 262). 
The relationship between former student-athletes that contributed to athletics in 2011-12 
and Athletic Director was found to be of significance in all populations except for the Temple 
University Female Former Student-Athlete (see Table 256). 
 The relationship between the former student-athlete that contributed to athletics in 2011-
12 and the former coach were found to be of significance for all populations analyzed except for 
the Temple University Male and Female Former Student-Athlete.  The strongest relationship 
between former student-athlete that donated to athletics in 2011-12 and former coach would be at 
the Non-Football Playing Subdivision or Drexel University (see Table 244). 
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Qualitative findings are key to further examining the research question on relationships 
significance and donor motivation.  Former student-athletes want to have a relationship with 
their alma mater and their former athletic program.  The lack of consistent communication with 
former student-athletes could create a further disconnect over time with former student-athletes.  
As one former student-athlete noted, “People give to people and I have no relationship with 
Athletics”. 
If the communication and outreach has stopped between the Department of 
Intercollegiate Athletics and the Former Student-Athlete the relationship begins to deteriorate 
and ultimately we are left with the most common response from our survey on what athletics can 
do to influence the former student-athlete to contribute, which was “nothing”.  
 
How does NCAA classification (FBS, FCS, and Non-Football Playing Subdivision status) impact 
former student-athlete donor motivation? 
The following tables provide an overview of what variables were found to be significant 
or approaching significance when cross-tabulated with former student-athletes that donated to 
athletics in 2011-12. 
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Table 298.  Temple University (FBS) Significant Relationship Summary – Female Former 
Student-Athletes 
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Table 299.  Temple University (FBS) Significant Relationship Summary – Male Former Student-
Athletes 
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Table 300.  Temple University (FBS) Significant Relationship Summary – Overall Male and 
Female Former Student-Athletes 
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Table 301.  Indiana State University (FCS) Significant Relationship Summary – Female Former 
Student-Athletes 
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Table 302.  Indiana State University (FCS) Significant Relationship Summary – Male Former 
Student-Athletes 
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Table 303.  Indiana State University (FCS) Significant Relationship Summary – Overall Male 
and Female Former Student-Athletes 
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Table 304.  Drexel University (Non-Football Playing) Significant Relationship Summary – 
Female Former Student-Athletes 
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Table 305.  Drexel University (Non-Football Playing) Significant Relationship Summary – Male 
Former Student-Athletes 
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Table 306.  Drexel University (Non-Football Playing) Significant Relationship Summary – 
Overall Male and Female Former Student-Athletes 
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Table 307. Overall Significant Relationship Summary – Female Former Student-Athletes 
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Table 308. Overall Significant Relationship Summary – Male Former Student-Athletes 
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Table 309. Overall Significant Relationship Summary – Male and Female Former Student-
Athletes 
 
 
Recommendations for Future Research 
The study’s findings provide multiple recommendations for future research.  Currently 
there is a shortage of research in the area of donor motivation and the former student-athlete.  
Additional research should help athletic development officers and athletic administration better 
understand the former student-athlete and their philanthropic motivation.   
The results of this study and others indicate that female donors are younger than males.  
Possible research focused into the philanthropic motivation of the older female former student-
athlete population should provide a greater understanding on why this population does not  
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contribute at a higher rate.  It can be assumed that females that participated in intercollegiate 
athletics prior to the Title IX mandate might have had less than equitable treatment compared to 
the male student-athletes and teams by the Department of Intercollegiate Athletics.  This 
negative experience could impact their present philanthropic motivation.   
The results of this study suggest that the relationship with key influencers such as former 
teammates, former coach, current coach, athletics director, and athletic fundraiser can influence 
charitable giving to athletics from a former student-athlete perspective.  It might be helpful to 
focus future research on the geographic location of the former student-athletes that contribute 
philanthropically to athletics on an annual basis.  Former student-athletes that live in a close 
proximity to the college and/or university may give at a higher rate due to the ease of 
establishing relationships and maintaining contact with their alma mater.  
The intercollegiate athletics coaching profession has experienced a reduction in the 
number of coaches that maintain long-term employment with one college and/or university 
throughout their career.  Since the relationship with the coach can be a factor that influences 
charitable giving motivation among former student-athletes, future research that compares length 
of employment of coaches with former student-athlete financial participation, might be helpful 
for athletic development professionals and administrators. 
As noted in the literature review and supported in the findings, the benefit received can 
be a factor that influences donor motivation within intercollegiate athletics.  Additional research 
on what specific benefit drives donor motivation among former student-athlete by sport 
affiliation would be helpful for athletic development professionals with their cultivation and 
solicitation strategy. 
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The findings suggest that former student-athletes desire to have a relationship with their 
alma mater and former program.  The second most common response from this study on what 
the athletic department could do to either increase current financial support or gain financial 
support from the “non-donor” population was to “communicate”.  Future research could explore 
what specific communication strategies are of interest to the former student-athlete population.   
Recommendations for Practice 
 Several recommendations were found from the study that can be utilized to better 
understand the philanthropic motivation of the former NCAA DI male and female student-
athlete.  First, as noted in the prior study by Drummond (2009) and supported by the findings in 
this study, a strategy needs to be developed and implemented by athletic departments to better 
communicate and build relationships with the former student-athlete population.  Both male and 
female former student-athletes indicated that they want “communication” from their alma mater.  
Former female student-athletes noted a desire for more outreach and “events” to maintain 
relationships with teammates and develop relationships with the current student-athletes.  Since 
“nothing” was the most frequent response among former student-athletes on what the athletic 
department could do to increase their existing support or gain their financial support, it is also 
important to realize that we need to develop our communications strategy and outreach early so 
we maintain a connection with the former student-athlete. 
 Another recommendation would be to create a strategy to engage athletes that have found 
their sports program eliminated by the university.  The third most common response on what the 
athletic department could do to gain their financial support among male former student-athletes 
was to “bring back sport”.  Unfortunately, due to either mismanagement of Title IX compliance 
and/or fiscal challenges, athletic development officers are continually faced with the challenge of  
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working with former student-athletes that love the university, but refuse to participate 
philanthropically due to program elimination.  Drexel University has created a strategy to engage 
such athletes that is proving successful as they host reunion events and target former student-
athletes from eliminated programs for projects that they might have benefited from during their 
undergraduate experience such as strength & conditioning, academic support, etc.  While this 
population of former student-athletes will continually be a challenge for athletic development 
professionals, recognizing their place in history is a positive step in helping reconnect these 
athletes to the athletic department.   
 Athletic development officers need to begin focusing more resources on building 
relationships with female former student-athlete population.  While former female student-
athlete household income is currently less than their male counterpart, females are earning more 
each year and are key decision makers to many of the financial decisions in the household.  The 
research has shown females are giving at a younger age, while male donors are much older.  
Athletic Development Officers need to find a way to maintain financial participation and 
strengthen relationship between institution and alumna as earning power increases over time.  
One option to helping build relationships is to focus on utilizing former teammates and/or 
coaches with outreach to the former student-athletes.   
It should also be noted that we must also find a way to increase male participation as 
recent graduates.  Since males have shown to respond more to the benefit received, a strategy to 
offer benefits such as discounted ticket pricing, lower donation requirements for preferred 
seating locations, and/or other “exclusive” former student-athlete benefits could motivate this 
population to contribute at an earlier age. 
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The research findings from this study suggest that current program success is more 
significant as a motivation for giving to athletics than the overall athletic success the former 
student-athlete may or may not have experienced as an undergraduate on-campus.  Athletic 
development professionals should look to promote athletic success experienced by the current 
program to their former student-athlete population.  “Maintaining a high-level of success” and/or 
“feeling part of program” through their philanthropic participation are both key motivational 
factors for former student-athletes.  It is also important to note that competitive success 
experienced as an undergraduate did not produce a significant response among contributions to 
athletics in 2011-12 as part of this study. Athletic Departments should consider recognizing 
teams from eras that might not have had on-field success.  The outreach may produce financial 
contributions from teams and programs sometimes forgotten by universities for failure to 
produce championships and/or titles.   
Colleges and universities should look to educate, train, and increase staffing levels among 
their athletic advancement staff.   Fundraising is a relationship business.  Institutional 
advancement offices and/or athletic departments should focus their efforts on providing more 
opportunities for trained professionals that can be out “on the road” meeting former student-
athletes, coordinating communication, and planning events on behalf of the athletic department.  
The cost of funding these positions and providing professional development opportunities should 
results in increased philanthropic success for athletics and the university. 
Assumptions & Limitations 
  It is important to note that this study assumed that that athletic development and/or 
institutional advancement offices had the capabilities to provide donor demographic data and 
facilitate the distribution of the survey questionnaire via email to their former student-athlete  
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population.  The limitations of this study include the former student-athletes’ self-reporting data 
and errors could have occurred during the self-reporting process.  This study focused on former 
student-athletes at the NCAA Division I classification (FBS, FCS, and Non-Football Playing 
Subdivision) and does not reflect NCAA DII or DIII classifications.  It should be noted that the 
findings might not be representative of other NCAA DI institutions due to researching only a 
single institution per classification.  This study has also been limited to former student-athletes 
coded by the university’s database system and could omit former student-athletes not properly 
coded as graduates or former student-athletes.  Additionally, incorrect primary email address of 
the former student-athlete or electronic delivery issues could result in lower response rate.  It is 
important to also note that if the population violates one or more goodness of fit test assumptions 
the results will be misleading and/or incorrect.  According Robert Michael of Indiana University, 
the assumptions for chi-square include:  random sampling independent observations, mutually 
exclusive row and column variable categories that included all observations, and large expected 
frequencies (Michael, n.d.).   
Conclusions 
This section provided an overall summary of the findings from the Examining Factors 
that Influence Donor Motivation Among Former Student-Athletes and NCAA DI Classification 
study.  The findings should help athletics and advancement professionals identify motivational 
factors for philanthropic behavior among the former student-athlete population.  The 
recommendations for practice should help fundraisers develop, reconnect, and strengthen 
relationships with the former student-athlete population with the ultimate goal of increasing 
philanthropic participation support for the Department of Intercollegiate Athletics.   
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APPENDIX A 
Drummond (2009) Survey Instrument 
 
Directions: Please circle the appropriate answer that most closely matches.  
 
1. I have positive feelings toward the University of Virginia athletics department  
 
 a. Strongly agree  
 b. Agree  
 c. Neutral  
 d. Disagree  
 e. Strongly disagree  
 
2. I have positive feelings toward the University of Virginia 
 
 a. Strongly agree  
 b. Agree  
 c. Neutral  
 d. Disagree  
 e. Strongly disagree  
 
3. I had positive feelings toward the University of Virginia athletics department when I was a 
student-athlete  
 
 a. Strongly agree  
 b. Agree  
 c. Neutral  
 d. Disagree  
 e. Strongly disagree  
 
4. I had a positive experience as a student-athlete at UVA 
 
 a. Strongly agree  
 b. Agree  
 c. Neutral  
 d. Disagree  
 e. Strongly disagree  
 
5. The athletics programs at UVA need financial support from former student-athletes  
 
 a. Strongly agree  
 b. Agree  
 c. Neutral  
 d. Disagree  
 e. Strongly disagree  
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6. When I was a student-athlete, the amount of playing time I received met my level of 
expectation  
 
 a. Strongly agree  
 b. Agree  
 c. Neutral  
 d. Disagree  
 e. Strongly disagree  
 
7. When I was a student-athlete, my team:  
 
 a. Won multiple championships  
 b. Won a championship  
 c. Participated in post season play  
 d. Won more games than it lost  
 e. Lost more games than it won  
 
8. I maintain some interest in the athletics team I participated on now that I have graduated  
 
 a. Strongly agree  
 b. Agree  
 c. Neutral  
 d. Disagree  
 e. Strongly disagree  
 
9. I maintain relationships with my former UVA teammates  
 
 a. Strongly agree  
 b. Agree  
 c. Neutral  
 d. Disagree  
 e. Strongly disagree  
 
10. I maintain relationships with my former UVA coach 
 
 a. Strongly agree  
 b. Agree  
 c. Neutral  
 d. Disagree  
 e. Strongly disagree  
 
11. I contributed to the University of the University of Virginia general fund in 2008 
 
 a. Yes  
 b. No  
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12. I contributed to the University of Virginia Athletics Foundation in 2008 
 
 a. Yes  
 b. No  
 
13. I have made a contribution to the Virginia Athletics Foundation within the last five years  
 
 a. Yes  
 b. No  
 
14. In 2011, I made an annual contribution to the Virginia Athletics Foundation in the amount of: 
$________  
 
15. My approximate lifetime contributions to the Virginia Athletics Foundation are $_________  
 
16. If the program you participated in is currently a winning program (in terms of record), are 
you more likely to give financial support  
 
 a. Strongly agree  
 b. Agree  
 c. Neutral  
 d. Disagree  
 e. Strongly disagree  
 
17. If the program you participated is currently a losing program (in terms of record) are you less 
likely to give financial support  
 
 a. Strongly agree  
 b. Agree  
 c. Neutral  
 d. Disagree  
 e. Strongly disagree  
 
18. Indicate the extent to which you agree that the following things would encourage you to 
make a contribution to the UVA athletics program:  
 
 a. I have a relationship with the coach  
 
  i. Strongly agree  
  ii. Agree  
  iii. Neutral  
  iv. Disagree  
  v. Strongly disagree  
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 b. I was treated well as a student-athlete  
 
  i. Strongly agree  
  ii. Agree  
  iii. Neutral  
  iv. Disagree  
  v. Strongly disagree  
 
 c. I want to help future generations of women’s athletes at Virginia 
 
  i. Strongly agree  
  ii. Agree  
  iii. Neutral  
  iv. Disagree  
  v. Strongly disagree  
 
 d. The athletics department cared about my well being when I was a student-athlete. 
 
  i. Strongly agree  
  ii. Agree  
  iii. Neutral  
  iv. Disagree  
  v. Strongly disagree  
 
 e. I understand the women’s athletics programs at Virginia need assistance  
  
  i. Strongly agree  
  ii. Agree  
  iii. Neutral  
  iv. Disagree  
  v. Strongly disagree  
 
 f.  I care about college athletics 
  i.    Strongly agree 
  ii.   Agree 
  iii.  Neutral 
  Iv.  Disagree 
  v.  Strongly Agree 
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19. When I was a student-athlete, UVA treated male athletes better than female athletes  
 
 a. Strongly agree  
 b. Agree  
 c. Neutral  
 d. Disagree  
 e. Strongly disagree  
 
20. When I was a student-athlete, UVA treated male and female athletes equally  
 
 a. Strongly agree  
 b. Agree  
 c. Neutral  
 d. Disagree  
 e. Strongly disagree  
 
21. When I was a student-athlete, UVA treated female athletes better than male athletes  
 
 a. Strongly agree  
 b. Agree 
 c. Neutral  
 d. Disagree  
 e. Strongly disagree  
 
22. If/when I give financially to the UVA, I prefer to support my former athletics program. 
 
 a. Strongly agree  
 b. Agree  
 c. Neutral  
 d. Disagree  
 e. Strongly disagree  
 
23. If/when I give financially to the UVA, I prefer to support the UVA women’s athletics 
program  
 
 a. Strongly agree  
 b. Agree  
 c. Neutral  
 d. Disagree  
 e. Strongly disagree  
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24. If/when I give financially to the UVA, I prefer to support the UVA athletics program (i.e., 
both men’s & women’s sports)  
 
 a. Strongly agree  
 b. Agree  
 c. Neutral  
 d. Disagree  
 e. Strongly disagree  
 
25. If/when I give financially to the UVA, I prefer to support the general fund (e.g., academic 
programs)  
 
 a. Strongly agree  
 b. Agree  
 c. Neutral  
 d. Disagree  
 e. Strongly disagree  
 
26. If/when I give financially to the UVA, I will have no preferences where my contributions are 
given at UVA 
 
 a. Strongly agree  
 b. Agree  
 c. Neutral  
 d. Disagree  
 e. Strongly disagree  
 
27. What is your age?  _________ 
 
28. Race  
 
 a. White  
 b. Black or African-American  
 c. Asian  
 d. Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander  
 e. Hispanic or Latino  
 f. American Indian  
 g. Other  
 
29. Education  
 a. Bachelor’s degree  
 b. Graduate degree  
 
30.  What year did you graduate from college? 
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31.  Did you receive an athletics grant in-aid (scholarship assistance)?  
 
 a. No  
 b. Yes  
 
32. I participated in which of the following sports:   
 
 a. Basketball  
 b. Field Hockey  
 c. Golf  
 d. Lacrosse  
 e. Rowing  
 f. Soccer  
 g. Softball  
 f. Swimming/Diving  
 g. Tennis  
 h. Track/Cross Country  
 i. Volleyball  
 
33. Which best represents your current annual household income  
 
 a. under $50,000  
 b. $50,000 - $99,999  
 c. Over $100,000  
 
34. What has influenced your decision to financially support the Virginia Athletics Foundation?  
 
34A. What has influenced your decision to NOT financially support the Virginia Athletics 
Foundation?  
 
35. What could the Virginia Athletics Foundation do to increase your financial support?  
 
35A. What could the Virginia Athletics Foundation do to gain your financial support?  
 
36. What is your occupation___________________?  
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APPENDIX B 
Survey Instrument 2013 (Drexel University) 
 
Directions: Please circle the appropriate answer that most closely matches.  
 
1. I have positive feelings toward the Drexel University Athletics Department 
 
 a. Strongly agree  
 b. Agree  
 c. Neutral  
 d. Disagree  
 e. Strongly disagree  
 
2. I have positive feelings toward Drexel University. 
 
 a. Strongly agree  
 b. Agree  
 c. Neutral  
 d. Disagree  
 e. Strongly disagree  
 
3. I had positive feelings toward the Drexel University Athletics Department when I was a 
student-athlete  
 
 a. Strongly agree  
 b. Agree  
 c. Neutral  
 d. Disagree  
 e. Strongly disagree  
 
4. I had a positive experience as a student-athlete at Drexel University 
 
 a. Strongly agree  
 b. Agree  
 c. Neutral  
 d. Disagree  
 e. Strongly disagree  
 
5. The athletics programs at Drexel University need financial support from former student-
athletes  
 
 a. Strongly agree  
 b. Agree  
 c. Neutral  
 d. Disagree  
 e. Strongly disagree  
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6. When I was a student-athlete, the amount of playing time I received met my level of 
expectation  
 
 a. Strongly agree  
 b. Agree  
 c. Neutral  
 d. Disagree  
 e. Strongly disagree  
 
7. When I was a student-athlete, my team:  
 
 a. Won multiple championships  
 b. Won a championship  
 c. Participated in post season play  
 d. Won more games than it lost  
 e. Lost more games than it won  
 
8. I maintain some interest in the athletics team I participated on now that I have graduated  
 
 a. Strongly agree  
 b. Agree  
 c. Neutral  
 d. Disagree  
 e. Strongly disagree  
 
9. I maintain relationships with my former Drexel teammates  
 
 a. Strongly agree  
 b. Agree  
 c. Neutral  
 d. Disagree  
 e. Strongly disagree  
 
10. I maintain relationships with my former coach at Drexel University  
 
 a. Strongly agree  
 b. Agree  
 c. Neutral  
 d. Disagree  
 e. Strongly disagree  
 
11. I contributed to the Drexel University general fund in 2011-12? 
 
 a. Yes  
 b. No  
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12. I contributed to the Drexel University athletics in 2011-12? 
 
 a. Yes  
 b. No  
 
13. I have made a contribution to the Drexel University athletics within the last five years  
 
 a. Yes  
 b. No  
 
14. In 2011-12, I made an annual contribution to Drexel University athletics in the amount of: 
$________  
 
15. My approximate lifetime contributions to Drexel Athletics are approximately $_________  
 
16. If the program you participated in is currently a winning program (in terms of record), are 
you more likely to give financial support  
 
 a. Strongly agree  
 b. Agree  
 c. Neutral  
 d. Disagree  
 e. Strongly disagree  
 
17. If the program you participated in is currently a losing program (in terms of record) are you 
less likely to give financial support  
 
 a. Strongly agree  
 b. Agree  
 c. Neutral  
 d. Disagree  
 e. Strongly disagree  
 
Indicate the extent to which you agree that the following things would encourage you to make a 
contribution to the Drexel athletics program:  
 
18.  I have a relationship with the current coach of the sport in which I participated 
 
  i. Strongly agree  
  ii. Agree  
  iii. Neutral  
  iv. Disagree  
  v. Strongly disagree 
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19.  I have a relationship with the athletics director 
 
  i. Strongly agree  
  ii. Agree  
  iii. Neutral  
  iv. Disagree  
  v. Strongly disagree  
 
20.  I have a relationship with the athletic fundraiser (Director of Athletic Development) 
 
  i. Strongly agree  
  ii. Agree  
  iii. Neutral  
  iv. Disagree  
  v. Strongly disagree  
 
21.  I was treated well as a student-athlete  
 
  i. Strongly agree  
  ii. Agree  
  iii. Neutral  
  iv. Disagree  
  v. Strongly disagree  
 
22.  I want to help future generations of athletes at Drexel University.  
 
  i. Strongly agree  
  ii. Agree  
  iii. Neutral  
  iv. Disagree  
  v. Strongly disagree  
 
23.  The athletics department cared about my well being when I was a student-athlete. 
 
  i. Strongly agree  
  ii. Agree  
  iii. Neutral  
  iv. Disagree  
  v. Strongly disagree  
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24.  I understand the men’s and women’s athletics programs at Drexel University need assistance  
  
  i. Strongly agree  
  ii. Agree  
  iii. Neutral  
  iv. Disagree  
  v. Strongly disagree  
 
25.  The benefit I receive for my annual athletics contribution played a factor into whether I 
made a donation this past year (tickets, apparel, etc.) 
   
i. Strongly agree  
  ii. Agree  
  iii. Neutral  
  iv. Disagree  
  v. Strongly disagree  
 
26.  When I was a student-athlete, Drexel treated __________________________.  
 
a. Male Athletes better than Female Athletes 
b. Female Athletes better than Male Athletes 
c. Male and Female Athletes equally 
 
27.  If/when I give financially to Drexel University athletics, I prefer to support my former 
athletics program. 
 
 a. Strongly agree  
 b. Agree  
 c. Neutral  
 d. Disagree  
 e. Strongly disagree  
 
28.  If/when I give financially to Drexel University athletics, I prefer to support the men’s 
athletic program 
 
a. Strongly agree  
 b. Agree  
 c. Neutral  
 d. Disagree  
 e. Strongly disagree  
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29.  If/when I give financially to Drexel University athletics, I prefer to support the women’s 
athletics program  
 
 a. Strongly agree  
 b. Agree  
 c. Neutral  
 d. Disagree  
 e. Strongly disagree  
 
30.  If/when I give financially to Drexel University athletics, I prefer to support both the men and 
women’s athletic program? 
 
 a. Strongly agree  
 b. Agree  
 c. Neutral  
 d. Disagree  
 e. Strongly disagree  
 
31.  If/when I give financially to Drexel University, I prefer to support the general fund (e.g., 
academic programs / non-athletics)  
 
 a. Strongly agree  
 b. Agree  
 c. Neutral  
 d. Disagree  
 e. Strongly disagree  
 
32.  If/when I give financially to Drexel University, I will have no preferences where my 
contributions are given at Drexel 
 
 a. Strongly agree  
 b. Agree  
 c. Neutral  
 d. Disagree  
 e. Strongly disagree  
 
33.  What is your age?  _________ 
 
34.  What is your gender? 
 
 a.  Male 
 b.  Female 
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35.  Race 
  
 a. White  
 b. Black or African-American  
 c. Asian  
 d. Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander  
 e. Hispanic or Latino  
 f. American Indian  
 g. Other  
 
36.  Education  
 
 a. Bachelor’s degree  
 b. Graduate degree  
 c.  Did not finish degree 
 
37.  If degree was completed, what year did you graduate from Drexel? 
 
38.  Did you receive an athletics grant in-aid (scholarship assistance)? 
 
 a. No  
 b. Yes  
 
39.  I participated in which of the following sports:   
 
 a. Basketball  
 b. Field Hockey  
 c. Golf  
 d. Lacrosse  
 e. Rowing  
 f. Soccer  
 g. Softball  
 f. Swimming/Diving  
 g. Tennis  
 h. Track/Cross Country  
 i. Volleyball  
 j.  Baseball 
 k.  Football 
 l.  Volleyball 
 m.  Wrestling 
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40.  Which best represents your current annual household income  
 
 a. under $50,000  
 b. $50,000 - $99,999  
 c. Over $100,000  
 
41.  What has influenced your decision to financially support Drexel University athletics? 
 
42.  What has influenced your decision to NOT financially support the athletics department?  
 
43.  What could Drexel University athletics do to increase your financial support?  
 
44.  If you choose not to contribute financially, what could Drexel University athletics do to gain 
your financial support?  
 
45.  What is your occupation___________________?  
 
 
 
Focus Group Interview 
 
The following invitation for participation in a follow up focus group interview session is optional 
and voluntary.   
 
46.  Would you be interested in participating in a follow up focus group interview session 
online?   
 
a. Yes 
b. No 
 
47.  If interested in participating, the focus group interview session will take place online within 
60 days after the conclusion of the study.  Please provide your email address to be contacted by 
the researcher.  Your identity will be kept confidential with participants logging online as a 
“guest” with the option of an assigned pseudonym.  Directions on how to access the online 
session will be provided. 
 
Email:  ______________________ 
 
 
Thank you for participating!   
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APPENDIX C 
Initial Cover Letter 
 
 
Dear Drexel University Student-Athlete Alumnus/Alumna: 
 
My name is Brett Burchette and I hold the position of Assistant Professor of Sport Management 
at Drexel University.  I am currently in the process of completing my doctoral studies in 
Educational Leadership & Management.  As part of my dissertation, I am conducting research on 
donor motivation of the former student-athlete population at the NCAA Division I classification.  
I am writing to you to request your assistance by completing the attached questionnaire.  The 
questionnaire should take no longer than fifteen minutes to complete.  I am particularly 
interested in what motivates your decision to support Drexel University Athletics or not from a 
financial perspective. 
 
The decision to complete the questionnaire is strictly voluntary.  Your identity will not be 
associated with the research findings.  The completion of the questionnaire indicates your 
willingness to participate and that you are at least 18 years of age.  Since the survey is distributed 
electronically, it is possible that your location and/or identify could be verified through IP 
address records.  Results of the questionnaire will be shared with the academic, athletic, and 
institutional advancement divisions to better understand the former student-athlete’s donor 
motivation. 
 
If you have questions or concerns regarding this study, please feel free to contact me directly at 
215-895-0909 or via email at bb399@drexel.edu.  
 
Thank you for your time and participation in my doctoral dissertation study! 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Brett M. Burchette     Allen Grant, Ph.D. 
Co-Investigator     Principal Investigator 
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APPENDIX D 
Initial Cover Letter 
 
 
Dear Temple University Student-Athlete Alumnus/Alumna: 
 
My name is Brett Burchette and I hold the position of Assistant Professor of Sport Management 
at Drexel University.  I am currently in the process of completing my doctoral studies in 
Educational Leadership & Management.  As part of my dissertation, I am conducting research on 
donor motivation of the former student-athlete population at the NCAA Division I classification.  
I am writing to you to request your assistance by completing the attached questionnaire.  The 
questionnaire should take no longer than fifteen minutes to complete.  I am particularly 
interested in what motivates your decision to support Temple University Athletics or not from a 
financial perspective. 
 
The decision to complete the questionnaire is strictly voluntary.  Your identity will not be 
associated with the research findings.  The completion of the questionnaire indicates your 
willingness to participate and that you are at least 18 years of age.  Since the survey is distributed 
electronically, it is possible that your location and/or identify could be verified through IP 
address records.  Results of the questionnaire will be shared with the academic, athletic, and 
institutional advancement divisions to better understand the former student-athlete’s donor 
motivation. 
 
If you have questions or concerns regarding this study, please feel free to contact me directly at 
215-895-0909 or via email at bb399@drexel.edu.  
 
Thank you for your time and participation in my doctoral dissertation study! 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Brett M. Burchette     Allen Grant, Ph.D. 
Co-Investigator     Principal Investigator 
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APPENDIX E 
Initial Cover Letter 
 
 
Dear Indiana State University Student-Athlete Alumnus/Alumna: 
 
My name is Brett Burchette and I am a former Associate Director of Athletics at Indiana State 
University.  I currently hold the position of Assistant Professor of Sport Management at Drexel 
University in Philadelphia, PA.  I am currently in the process of completing my doctoral studies 
in Educational Leadership & Management.  As part of my dissertation, I am conducting research 
on donor motivation of the former student-athlete population at the NCAA Division I 
classification.  I am writing to you to request your assistance by completing the attached 
questionnaire.  The questionnaire should take no longer than fifteen minutes to complete.  I am 
particularly interested in what motivates your decision to support Sycamore Athletics or not from 
a financial perspective. 
 
The decision to complete the questionnaire is strictly voluntary.  Your identity will not be 
associated with the research findings.  The completion of the questionnaire indicates your 
willingness to participate and that you are at least 18 years of age.  Since the survey is distributed 
electronically, it is possible that your location and/or identify could be verified through IP 
address records.  Results of the questionnaire will be shared with the academic, athletic, and 
institutional advancement divisions to better understand the former student-athlete’s donor 
motivation. 
 
If you have questions or concerns regarding this study, please feel free to contact me directly at 
215-895-0909 or via email at bb399@drexel.edu.  
 
Thank you for your time and participation in my doctoral dissertation study! 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Brett M. Burchette     Allen Grant, Ph.D. 
Co-Investigator     Principal Investigator 
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APPENDIX	  F	  
Temple	  University	  Permission	  Letter	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APPENDIX	  G	  
Indiana	  State	  University	  Permission	  Letter	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APPENDIX H 
Drexel University Permission Letter 
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APPENDIX I 
Pilot Study Invitation  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Drexel Colleagues, Students & Former Students: 
 
I am currently finishing my doctoral studies at Drexel University in Educational Leadership & 
Management.  My dissertation study is titled:  "Examining Factors that Influence Donor 
Motivation Among Former Student-Athletes and NCAA DI Classification".   
 
My plan is to survey one institution at each of the three NCAA DI classifications (FBS, FCS, and 
Non-Football Playing Subdivision).  I will look at variables such as sport played, gender, 
relationships with coach (current &/or former), athletic success as a factor (current & as a 
student-athlete), etc.  This study is actually an adapted version of a prior dissertation study that 
was conducted at The University of Virginia.   
 
I would like to invite you to participate in my pilot study.  Participation is optional and your 
responses are confidential.  Please let me know any suggestions for improvement as you navigate 
through the survey.  The questionnaire should only take 10-15 minutes to complete.   
 
Since you have all participated in intercollegiate athletics at various institutions that I'm not 
surveying…please note that your survey will not reflect your undergraduate alma mater, but will 
refer to you as a "Drexel University Former Student-Athlete".   
 
Please click on the following link to participate: 
 
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/drexelathletics 
 
Any questions, please let me know.  Thanks you for taking time out of your schedule to 
participate in my "Pilot Study". 
 
Brett 
 
Brett M. Burchette 
Assistant Professor, Sport Management 
Drexel University 
Goodwin College of Professional Studies 
3001 Market Street, Suite 100 
Philadelphia, PA  19104 
TEL  215-895-0909 
FAX  215-895-0962 
E-MAIL  bb399@drexel.edu 
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APPENDIX J 
Pilot Study Overview 
 
 
 A pilot study was conducted in September 2012 to examine and test the modified version 
of the research study titled, Examining Factors that Influence Donor Motivation Among Former 
Student-Athletes and NCAA DI Classification.  An invitation to participate was sent to a 
population of ten Drexel University Sport Management Graduate Students and Faculty/Staff that 
participated as former student-athletes during their undergraduate education.   
 Seven responses were collected with an overall response rate of 70%.  The following is 
an overview of the respondent demographics: 
• Age:  Median Age of the Survey Respondent was 31 years of age; 
• Gender:  28.6% Male and 71.6% Female; 
• Race:  85.7% White and 14.3% Asian; 
• Education Level:  100% Bachelor’s and 85.7% had obtained a Graduate Degree; 
• Athletic Scholarship:  71.6% Received Scholarship with 28.6% not receiving; 
• Household Income:  28.60% Under $50,000; 42.90% between $50,000-$99,999; and 
28.6% of respondents reported household income over $100,000. 
The only feedback received was the following comment:  “Not sure if you need to include a 
question that might relate to a big win or championship or just explain that in your results and 
findings sections.”  A decision was made by the researcher to not adjust the survey to explore 
one “big win”, but the final survey did examine current program success as a variable.   
It is important to note that this survey instrument was developed, tested, and utilized in a 
prior study involving female former student-athlete donor motivation in 2009 by a doctoral 
student at the University of Kansas.   
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APPENDIX K 
Question #41:  Coding Results 
 
 
“What has influenced your decision to financially support athletics?” 
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APPENDIX L 
Question #42:  Coding Results 
 
 
“What has influenced your decision to NOT financially support the athletics department?” 
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APPENDIX M 
Question #43:  Coding Results 
 
 
“What could athletics do to increase your financial support?” 
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APPENDIX N 
Question #44: Coding Results 
 
 
“If you choose not to contribute financially, what could athletics do to gain your financial 
support?” 
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